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ABSTRACT
A Study of Conflict Between School Boards and Superintendents 
and Strategies Employed for Resolution
Andrew A. Martinez 
Ed. D.
University of Nevada, Las Vegas, 1987
The purpose of the study was to examine 1) the different percep­
tions of school board members and superintendents regarding the fre­
quency and nature of conflict between them, and 2) the strategies each 
responsive group employed to resolve those conflicts.
Descriptive research techniques were employed for the study. Two
questionnaires were developed, one each for each respondent group. 
Keats Garman's "Conflict Approaches Questionnaire" was used to address 
the strategies employed to resolve conflict.
The population for the study was drawn from the 107 school board 
members and the 17 superintendents from the seventeen county school 
districts in the state of Nevada. Questionnaires were returned by all
17 school district superintendents (100.0%) and by 82 school board 
members, or 76.6 percent of the total sample.
The major findings regarding the issues that cause conflict 
between superintendents and school board members and the strategies 
they employ to resolve conflict were: Superintendents identified
1) role and responsibility of the school board, 2) communications 
failure, 3) differences over method of management, 4) administrative 
reorganization, and, 5) surprise items/information at board meetings 
as the top five issues that cause conflict. School board members
iv
identified 1) communications failure, 2) performance expectations,
3) differences over method of management, 4) sharing information from 
variety of sources, and, 5) administrative reorganization as their top 
five issues that cause conflict. Both groups agreed that other issues 
that contribute to conflict.between them were: 1) lack of trust, 2)
lack of communication, and, 3) lack of leadership. Superintendents 
and school board members selected the "integrating" approach to hand­
ling conflict in all eight selection choices. "Harmonizing" and 
"negotiating" were each selected in four of eight selection choices. 
"Forcing" and "avoiding" strategies to handling conflict were the least ' 
selected.
Major conclusions from the study were: 1) the issues that cause
conflict between superintendents and school board members centered on 
the relationship between the two groups rather than on issues relative 
to school personnel, i.e., students, teachers, community, and state; 
and, 2) the respondent groups agreed that through confrontation on the 
issues and problem-solving; the "integrating" approach to resolving/ 
managing conflict was the best strategy to employ.
The following areas were recommended for further research: 1)
Keats Garman's "Conflict Approaches Questionnaire" could be adminis­
tered to an enlarged sample to include several states. 2) The study 
could be replicated to encompass an enlarged sample of superintendents 
and school board members in different regions of the United States.
3) Research could be conducted to specifically address the perceived 
role and responsibility of superintendents and school board members as 
compared to their actual role and responsibility. By doing this, the 
conflict issues that impinge on the relationship as revealed in the
study could be validated.
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
The writer's initial impetus to success in this project came from 
the endorsement and support from his family: wife, Doreen; sons,
Stewart, Arthur and Todd. Subsequent support came from stepson, Robert 
and stepdaughter, Elizabeth. To this family circle, the writer is 
deeply indebted and forever appreciative.
Grateful acknowledgement is owed to Dr. James L. Pughsly and to 
Dr. D. L. Bundren for their letters of recommendation to the 
university. The writer is especially grateful to Dr. Bundren for his 
insightful appraisal and feedback on the development of the question­
naires .
Appreciation is duly noted to the superintendents and school board 
members in the state of Nevada for consenting to be participants in 
the study. A special thank you to Mr. Henry Etchemendy, Executive 
Director of the Nevada School Boards Association and to Dr. Leon 
Hensley, President of the Nevada Association of School Administrators 
for their endorsement of the study.
The overall study would not have been possible without the 
guidance and expert and professional assistance of the writer's 
doctoral advisor, Dr. Anthony Saville. He was supportive, kept the 
writer on task, and provided direction which culminated in the success 
of the project. A special thank you is extended to Dr. George Kavina, 
Chairman of the writer's committee, who always asked the probing 
question, gave advise on each step of the project, and stressed clarity
vii
and conciseness. Thank yous are also expressed to the two other mem­
bers of the doctoral committee: Dr. George Samson and Dr. Andrew
Tuttle. They rendered professional support during the writing of 
this study.
The patience and understanding of the writer's loving wife, 
Doreen, who typed all drafts of the dissertation, and three sons, 
Stewart, Arthur and Todd, whose understanding and reluctant willing­
ness to forego family activities to accommodate this project are 
deeply and gratefully acknowledged.
viii
Table of Contents
Page
LIST OF TABLES................................................. xii
Chapter
1. Introduction.........................   1
Statement of the Problem .........................  3
Research Questions ...............................  3
Significance of the Study ........................ 4
Theoretical Base.................................  6
Assumptions...................................   . 8
Delimitations ...................................  8
Method of Research ...............................  8
Definition of Terms .............................  9
The Organization of the S t u d y .................... 11
2. Review of Related Literature .......................  12
Introduction .....................................  12
Profile of the School Board Member
and Superintendent Relationship ................ 12
The School Board.................................  12
The Superintendent...............................  17
Nature of the School Board Member
and Superintendent Relationship ................ 19
Issues That Cause Conflict .......................  25
Strategies Employed to Resolve/Manage Conflict . . .  36
Strategies Employed to Prevent Conflict ...........  37
ix
Chapter Page
Relevant Studies in School Board
and Superintendent Relationships .............  43
The Theoretical Frame of Reference .............. 67
Bidwell’s Basic Assumptions .....................  84
Summary .......................................  88
3. Research D e s i g n ...................................  90
Description of the Research Design .............. 90
Selection of the Study Sample...................  91
Questionnaire Development .......................  92
Validation and Field Testing ...................  94
•Data Collection Procedures.....................  94
Treatment of the Data .........................  95
4. Research Findings .................................  98
Introduction ...................................  98
Source of D a t a .................................  98
Demographic Data . . . ......................... 100
General Information - Superintendent ...........  105
General Information - School Board Members . . . .  107
Nevada Public Schools Data ..................... 113
Analysis of Question Number Three ................  116
Analysis of Question Number One .................. 118
Analysis of Question Number Two .................. 131
Analysis of Question Number Six ..................  146
Analysis of Question Number Four ................  155
Analysis of Question Number Seven ................  186
Analysis of Question Number Five ................  201
x
IChapter Page
5. Summary, Conclusions, Recommendations,
and Recommendations for Further Study .............  238
Introduction ..................................... 238
Summary of the Findings............................. 239
Research Question Number One ................... 239
Research Question Number Two ................... 240
Research Question Number Three ................. 241
Research Question Number Four ................. 242
Research Question Number Five ................. 242
Research Question Number Six ................... 245
Research Question Number Seven ................. 246
Conclusions......................................... 248
Research Question Number One ................... 248
Research Question Number Two ................... 248
Research Question Number Three ................. 249
Research Question Number Four ................. 250
Research Question Number Five ................. 250
Research Question Number Six ................... 251
Research Question Number Seven ................. 252
Recommendations ................................... 252
Recommendations for Further Study .................  254
Bibliography .................................................. 255
Appendices...................................... 265
A. Superintendent Cover Letter .......................... 266
B. School Board Cover Letter ............................ 269
C. Letter of Endorsement from Nevada Association
of School Boards Executive Director ...............  272
xi
Page
D. Superintendent Questionnaire ........................  275
E. School Board Member Questionnaire ..................  284
F. School Board Member Post Card Reminder ..............  294
G. Superintendent and School Board
Member Follow-up Letter .........................  296
V i t a ......................................................  298
xii
Tables
Table Page
1. Frequency Distribution of Questionnaires
Returned by Nevada Superintendents
and School Board Members .......................  99
2. Superintendent Profile: Personal
Characteristics ...............................  100
3. Superintendency...................................  102
4. School Board Member Profile: Personal
Characteristics ...............................  103
5. Estimated Frequency Distribution of Incumbent
Board Members Who Were Defeated Or Did Not
Seek Re-election Statewide .....................  105
6. School District Referenda Issues .................. 106
7. Superintendent Left District
Involuntarily .................................  107
8. Number of Years Served as a Board M e m b e r ..........  107
\
9. Incumbent Candidate in Most Recent
Election....................................... 108
10. School Board Member Original Membership
on School B o a r d ...............................  108
11. School Board Member's Sources of Encouragement
to Seek Election to the School Board...........  109
12. School Board Member's Reason for Seeking
Board Membership...............................  110
13. School Board Member's Participation in
Public Affairs Prior to Board Membership ........ Ill
14. School Board Member's Perceptions About
Schools and School Governance From
Other Candidates .   112
15. School Board Member's Position Taken at the
Time of Campaign for Election.................  112
xiii
Table Page
I
16. Nevada Public Schools Basic Support
Per Pupil Fiscal Year 1985-86 ...................  113
17. Nevada Public Schools Total Enrollment
By District - 1986-87 School Year...............  114
18. Nevada School Districts Grouped
According to Size...............................  115
19. Listing of Issues That Cause Conflict
Between Superintendents and School Boards
According to Categories of "School Personnel"
and "Superintendent-School Board Relationships" . . 117
20. A Comparison of Responses by Superintendents
and School Board Members in Identifying 
Conflict Issues According to Ranking,
Frequency, and Percentage .......................  119
21. Ranking of Issues That Cause Conflict Between
Superintendents and School Board Members 
in the State of Nevada According to Frequency 
of Responses of School Board Members and
Compared with Superintendents .................  123
22. Ranking of "Superintendent - School Board Personnel"
Issues That Cause Conflict Between Superintendents
and School Board Members According to Frequency
and Percentage of Response.....................  126
23. Ranking of "Superintendent - School Board Relation­
ship" Issues That Cause Conflict Between 
Superintendents and School Board Members According 
to Frequency and Percentage of Response .........  129
24. Frequency of Responses About Issues That Cause
Conflict Between Superintendents and School 
Board Members According to Degree of Concern/
Importance as Placed by School Board Members
in Nevada....................................... 133
25. Frequency of Response About Issues That Cause
Conflict Between Superintendents and School 
Board Members According to Degree of Concern/
Importance as Placed by Superintendents in
N e v a d a ......................................... 136
26. Conflict Issues Identified By Superintendents and
School Board Members According to Rank ........... 140
xiv
Table Page
27. Other Conflict Issues Scaled by the
Respondent Groups Summarized .......................  145
28. Presentation of Trait Issues Causing Conflict
Between Superintendents and School Board
Members as Responded to by Superintendents ........ 147
29. Presentation of Trait Issues Causing Conflict
■ Between Superintendents and School Board 
Members as Responded to by School Board Members . . 149
30. Presentation of conflict Approaches Data
by Number of Respondents and Percentage
by Superintendents in Nevada ...................  157
31. Compilation, Summarization, and Presentation
of Superintendents' Conflict Handling
Styles Scores ................................... 162
32. Superintendents' Profile of Conflict Handling
S t y l e s ......................................... 163
33. Presentation of Paired Approaches for Handling
Conflict to Show Agreement and Disagreement
Among Superintendents in Nevada .................  165
34. Presentation of Conflict Approaches Data by
Number of Respondents and Percentages
by School Board Members in Nevada ...............  173
35. Compilation, Summarization, and Presentation
of School Board Members' Conflict
Handling Styles Scores .........................  178
36. School Board Members' Profile of Conflict
Handling Styles .................................  179
37. Presentation of Paired Approaches for Handling
Conflict to Show Agreement and Disagreement
Among School Board Members in Nevada ............. 181
38. Number, Percentage, and Mean Responses of
Superintendents to Strategies Employed by 
Superintendents and School Board Members
to Create Non-Conflict Patterns .................  187
39. Number, Percentage, and Mean Responses by School
Board Members to Strategies Employed by
Superintendents and School Board Members to
Create Non-Conflict Patterns... ..................  192
xv
Table Page
40. Nevada School Districts Grouped
According to Size......................... 202
41. Issues That Cause Conflict Between
Superintendents and School Board Members 
Compared by Size of School District
As Responded by Superintendents in Nevada ........  204
42. Issues That Cause Conflict in Small-Sized
School Districts as Reported by Superintendents . . 207
43. Issues That Cause Conflict in Medium-Sized
School Districts as Reported by Superintendents . . 210
44. Issues That Cause Conflict in Large-Sized
School Districts as Reported by Superintendents . . 212
45. Issues That Cause Conflict Between Superintendents
and School Board Members Compared by Size of 
School District As Responded by School Board 
Members in Nevada...............................  214
46. Issues That Cause Conflict in Small-Sized School
Districts as Reported by School Board Members . . . 218
47. Issues That Cause Conflict in Medium-Sized School
Districts as Reported by School Board Members . . . 220
48. Issues That Cause Conflict in Large-Sized School
Districts as Reported by School Board Members . . . 223
49. Presentation of Trait Issues Causing Conflict
Between Superintendents and School Board Members
as Responded to by Superintendents in Small-
Sized School Districts .........................  226
50. Presentation of Trait Issues Causing Conflict Between
Superintendents and School Board Members as
Responded to by Superintendents of Medium-
Sized School Districts ..........................  228
51. Presentation of Trait Issues Causing Conflict Between
Superintendents and School Board Members as 
Responded to by Superintendents of Large-
Sized School Districts ..........................  230
52. Presentation of Trait Issues Causing Conflict Between
Superintendents and School Board Members as
Responded to by School Board Members in Small-
Sized School Districts ..........................  232
xvi
Table Page
53. Presentation of Trait Issues Causing Conflict Between
Superintendents and School Board Members as
Responded to by School Board Members of Medium-
Sized School Districts ...........................  234
54. Presentation of Trait Issues Causing Conflict Between
Superintendents and School Board Members as
Responded to by School Board Members of Large-
Sized School Districts ...........................  236
xv ii
1CHAPTER 1
Introduction
Authorities generally agree that the most important relationship 
related to the effective operation of the public school is that of the 
school board and superintendent: (Goldhammer, 1964:34).
The California School Boards Association (1961:48), has declared:
"The board works more closely with the superintendent 
than with any other staff member in the employ of the 
school districts. How effectively they work together 
determines in large part how well the program will be 
planned and executed. The board must strive to main­
tain a wholesome understanding of the relationship 
between itself and the chief executive for the schools."
Robert E. Bennett, superintendent of the Dunkirk (New York) public 
schools, said, "Take a look at the best-run school systems, and I bet 
you'll find a solid, respectful relationship between the school board 
and its superintendent: (Bennett, 1984:38).
"The roles and responsibilities of school boards and superinten­
dents are different, but linked." With this joint introductory 
position statement of the National School Boards Association and the 
American Association of School Administrators (1980) agreed that:
"School boards are primarily concerned with establish­
ing policy and representing the educational interests 
of district constituents. Superintendents are charged 
with translating policies into administrative practice 
and with providing professional expertise to the 
district."
"Who governs?" (Boyd, 1976: Zeigler and Jennings, 1974; Gross,
1958; and others) is an enduring but unsettled question of the study
of educational politics (Hentges, 1984:1). The argument has shifted 
rather dramatically over the past three decades'. Prior to 1953, the 
prevalent viewpoint held that the educational establishment reflected 
the value system of the dominant social class in each community. 
Superintendents were seen as adjusting their thoughts and activities 
acfcording to demands of the power elites in the communities (Boyd, 
1976:529).
Goldhammer (1964:36) noted that researchers affirm the degree to 
which the existence of ambiguity in the definition of the respective 
roles of the superintendent and the members of the school board has 
producted conflict between them. He summarized a study in which Arnold 
Hagen (1955:161-164) studied the patterning of school board members' 
roles over a period of twelve years in a single community. He devel­
oped two rations as the basis upon which he could interpret his data: 
first, a confidence ratio, which was expressed as the degree to which 
the board members felt considerable confidence in the ability of the 
superintendent to interpret their policies adequately for the staff and 
community; and second, an intervention ratio, which was defined as the 
degree to which board members felt it necessary to intervene in the 
staff and community relationships of the school in order that their 
intentions be adequately represented. Hagen found that the two ratios 
varied inversely; as board members felt greater confidence in the 
superintendent, they were less likely to intervene in administrative 
matters and more likely to feel that their primary role as school 
board members was to support the superintendent and the status quo of 
the school district.
Dykes (1965:153-154) reiterated in a study by Michael Thomas, Jr.
and Russell Gregg (1963) dealing with the interaction of school boards 
and administrators which revealed that school boards rely heavily upon 
their superintendents as information suppliers. During board meetings 
43 percent of board members' requests for information or opinions were 
directed toward the superintendents. Superintendents included in the 
study behaved in a highly directive manner. They clarified problems, 
discussed alternatives, and proposed most of the solutions.
Lack of understanding of what is expected on the part of both the 
superintendent and board is a serious obstacle to achievement of good 
board-superintendent relationships. Disagreements and misunderstand­
ings arise when expectations are not met. A board and a superintendent 
do not work together effectively when there are no common understand­
ings of what is expected from each. Moreover, the feeling of close­
ness, of being part of a team, which should permeate board-superin- 
tendent relationships cannot exist in an atmosphere of uncertainty.
For these reasons, a board and a superintendent seeking to improve 
their relationships and wanting to secure an atmosphere in which issues 
and problems may be met forthrightly and honestly will find improved 
understanding of expectations invaluable (Dykes, 1965:117).
Statement of the Problem
The purpose of this study was to examine 1) the different percep­
tions of school board members and superintendents regarding the 
frequency and nature of conflict between them, and 2) the strategies 
each responsive group employed to resolve those conflicts.
This study was guided by the following research questions:
1. What are the issues that cause conflict?
42. How frequently do issues occur or recur 
that cause conflict?
3. To what extent are conflicts not related 
to school issues?
4. What strategies are employed to resolve 
conflict?
5. Are there differences in the nature of 
conflict situations according to the size 
of the school district?
6. What other reasons exist in the nature of 
conflict between school boards and 
superintendents?
7. What strategies are employed to create non­
conflict patterns?
Significance of the Study
The present study sought to identify conflicts that impinged on 
the relationship between superintendent and the school board member. 
Through identification of the nature and frequency of those conflicts; 
the study explored means of identifying strategies employed by the 
reference groups for resolution of those conflicts.
Charles E. Bidwell (1965) in "The School as a Formal Organization"
said:
"Evidence concerning the most significant aspect of 
relations among school officers and boards, their 
actual patterns of interaction, is presently lacking.
With regard to school-board-superintendent relations 
. . . there is nothing concerning the frequency or 
nature of observed conflicts or strategies employed 
to reslove them, such as attempts by superintendents 
or board members to mobilize power resourses within 
the school system or in its environment.
Recent research in school board/superintendent relationships 
established the need for further research in this area of conflict. 
Hentges (1984:11) stated, in part, that tensions between superinten­
5dents and their boards appeared to be mounting in recent years. This 
was evidenced through unfamilar demands, expectations, conflicts over 
valued resources, and critical public acclaim. He went on to say that 
conflicting crosscurrents or pressures on urban schools are coming 
about as a result of changing racial and economic mix, rising costs, 
declining enrollments, redistribution of economic activity, and a pre­
occupation with citizen participation.
Aleshire (1980:6) postulated:
"Many reasons could be cited to explain the increased 
difficulty of governing schools: the intrusion of
federal regulations, the rise of dissident minorities 
and loss of consensus about educational goals, teacher 
unionization, student discipline problems, financial 
strictures, and others."
"But", she said, "an ingredient usually mentioned prominently is 
poor communication between board and superintendent." While Aleshire 
established that this relationship is a troubled one, Barger and Thies, 
in studies of their own, said that "a need has existed to provide 
empirical data to identify conflict perceived by school board members 
and superintendents. . . (Barger, 1981:8-9)" and that "little informa­
tion is available concerning the inability of superintendents to avoid 
serious conflicts with individual board members (Thies, 1980:5)."
Educational governance, the once barren wasteland of research, has 
profited from a variety of empirical studies since the late 1950's. 
Among the major contributions are researchers such as Cistone, Cronin, 
Cuban, Cunningham, Gross, Iannaccone, James, Jennings, McCarty, Ramsey, 
Tyack, Usdan, Wirt, and Zeigler. These, among many others of note, 
form the wealth of comparative studies in educational governance which 
have made a contribution toward advancing the state of knowledge and
6toward establishing a foundation for future research (Hentges,
1984:10).
The character of conflict between school boards and superinten­
dents is a matter of continuing concern among everyone who interacts in 
school systems. Of further interest was to identify those strategies 
which would effectively anticipate, prevent, and/or minimize the uncom­
fortableness of the conflict which could adversely affect the working 
relationship between school boards and superintendents. This study was 
intended to fulfill that need.
Bidwell's Basic Assumptions
To set the framework for the study on conflict between school 
board and superintendent, Bidwell's (1965:973-974) assumptions concern­
ing the nature of schools as organizations have been used. They are:
1. It is assumed that schools are client-serving 
organizations. The central goal of schools is 
to prepare students for adulthood.
2. It is assumed that the role structure of a school 
system contains a fundamental dichotomy between 
students and staff roles.
The student role is a recruitment role.
Young persons are compelled to enter school 
The central activities of socializing for 
adulthood are not directly relevant to the 
immedicate interests of their lives.
The staff role is an achievement role.
Staff enter their roles voluntarily. This is 
done on the basis of past performance. There 
are two chief categories, teacher and adminis­
trator. These roles are professionalized.
3. It is assumed that school systems are to some 
degree bureaucratic. They have the following 
characteristics:
a. functional division of labor; teacher, 
clerk, administrator,
b. definition of staff roles as officers 
tenure,
c. a hierarchy, and
d. rules of procedure
Gross (1958:64) commented that a systematic study of the school as 
an organization had yet to be made. Bidwell (1965:972) reiterated 
Gross' comment as being true when he reviewed the sociological litera­
ture on education from 1945 to 1955. Bidwell went on to say: "Few 
students of organizations have turned their attention to schools, and 
few students of schools have been sensitive to their organizational 
attributes." As a result, the empirical literature is fragmentary and 
discontinuous.
Bidwell (1965:996) established a base for the present study. He
said:
"Evidence concerning the most significant aspect 
of relations among school officers and boards, 
their actual patterns of interaction, is presently 
lacking."
Further, Bidwell (1965:996) said with regard to school-board-superin-
tendent relations:
"There is nothing concerning the frequency or nature 
of observed conflicts or strategies employed to 
resolve them. . ."
To that end, the present study sought to identify conflicts that 
impinged on the relationship between the superintendent and the school 
board member. Through the identification of the nature and frequency 
of these conflicts; the study employed means of identifying strategies 
employed by both groups for resolution of conflicts.
Bidwell (1965:1001) suggested that studies should attend to those 
situations in which boards and superintendents differed in their 
attitudes toward the responsibilities of their positions, since such 
situations would not only characterize significant number of school 
systems, but also reveal important sources of strain and conflict 
inherent in school-system structures.
Bidwell (1965:1016) concluded: "It should be noted that school
boards are powerful antagonists, especially in view of their legal and 
traditional status, fiscal authority, and local community support. 
Consequently, the outcomes of these strategies may be rather unstable, 
and board-superintendent relations more often than not in an uneasy 
equilibrium."
Assumptions
This investigation was based on the following assumptions:
1. There are conflicts that occur between school 
boards and superintendents.
2. There are strategies employed to resolve conflicts 
between school boards and superintendents.
Delimitations
This study was delimited by the following factors:
1. The study utilized a descriptive survey technique.
2. Only school board members and superintendents 
within the state of Nevada were included.
Method of Research
The following methods and procedures were followed in developing, 
collecting, and analyzing the data in the study:
91. Related research and literature were reviewed.
2. The questionnaires were field-tested with school 
board members and superintendents from selected 
school districts in Arizona, California, Colorado, 
New Mexico, Montana, Washington, Texas, Oregon 
and Wisconsin.
3. A cover letter and questionnaires were administered 
to all school board members and superintendents of 
the seventeen (17) county school districts in the 
state of Nevada.
4. A follow up mailing to all board members and super­
intendents was conducted in order to maximize 
response.
5. Telephone calls and letters were initiated to the 
Executive Director, Nevada School Boards Association 
and the President of the Nevada Superintendents 
Organization to gain their support for the study.
6. Data obtained from the questionnaires were analyzed, 
summarized, and presented in narrative form.
Definition of Terms
Definition of terms in this study were:
Conflict
An interactive state in which the behaviors or goals 
of one actor are to some degree incompatible with the 
behaviors or goals of some other actor or actors 
(Tedeschi, et. al. 1973:232).
Formal Organization
A system of consciously coordinated activities or 
forces of two or more persons (Barnard 1938:73).
Issues
Points of debate or dispute (Webster, 1969) which are: 
immediate; controversial; emotional; resolvable; narrow
or limited in scope; and visible (Saville, 1984).
Problems
Questions raised for inquiry, consideration, or 
solution (Webster, 1969) which : are long range,
have broader parameters; may be partly or totally 
resolvable; in (which) all parts are not visible; 
are limited emotionally; and may or may not be 
controversial (Saville, 1984).
Policy-making
The school board's primary responsibility of the 
establishment of goals and objectives and deter­
mining in board outline how they are to be achieved 
by the administration (Dykes 1965:10).
School Board
The school board is the ultimate formal and legal 
policy making body charged with lay control of the 
public school district. The board may be elected or 
appointed. Other titles for school board are: 
board of education, school committee, board of 
trustees, and board of school directors (Goldhammer 
1964:1).
Strategy
A set of directions or contingencies that can guide 
a person's responding in all of the potential con­
ditions he can foresee (Tedeschi, et. al. 1973:238). 
Superintendent
The chief executive officer who serves as the 
principal administrative official for the direction
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of all operations of the school district and 
reports directly to the school board. Super­
intendents may be elected or appointed (Goldhammer 
1964:42-46) .
The Organization of the Study
The study was organized in the following manner:
In Chapter Two, a Review of Related Literature was included. 
Particular emphasis was given to studies which outlined the current 
state of findings relative to the school board and superintendent 
relationship. Bidwell's basic assumptions were discussed in relation 
to the problem of the study.
In Chapter Three, the research design of this study was described. 
Rationale for the selection of the design, the methodological approach, 
the participants to be studied, and the instruments to be used were 
described.
In Chapter Four, the findings were presented drawing together 
the data from the questionnaires and other data subjected to data 
analysis. The findings were related within the perspective of the 
review of the literature.
In Chapter Five, a summary of the findings were presented. Con­
clusions and recommendations were made and recommendations for further 
study were delineated.
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CHAPTER 2 
Review of Related Literature 
' Introduction
The purpose of the study was to examine the different perceptions 
of school board members and superintendents regarding the frequency 
and nature of conflict between them and the strategies each responsive 
group employed to resolve those conflicts. Presented in the chapter 
was a review of research and related literature addressing the follow­
ing areas: a profile of the school board member and superintendent,
the nature of the relationship between the school board member and 
superintendent, the issues and factors that cause conflict internal and 
external to the organization, the strategies that each group employs to 
prevent, manage, and resolve conflict, studies which describe the state 
of interaction and conflict between the school board and superintendent,
literature summarizing Bidwell's Basic Assumptions from which to view
/
the school board-superintendent relationship.
Profile of the School Board Member 
and, of the Superintendent
The School Board
The American School Board Journal and Virginia Tech serveyed a 
representative sample of 4,095 U.S. board members. The 1,468 who 
responded represented 1,460 different school boards in a cross-section 
of communities in 47 states.
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The survey reported the following vital statistics of the typical
school board member:
"He (and we use the pronoun advisedly) is a white 
man in his forties who's married and has children 
attending public school in the system he serves.
Armed with at least a college degree, he holds a 
professional or managerial position and earns a 
family income of between $40,000 and $50,000. He 
was elected - not appointed - to his position on 
the school board, and he has served his community 
in that capacity for six years" (Alvey, et. al.
1986:26).
Half of the respondents reported serving in school systems enroll­
ing between 1,000 and 4,999 students. Most described their community 
as either rural (30.6 percent) or suburban (30.4 percent). Another
26.8 percent said their school system served a small town, and only
10.8 percent served on urban school boards.
One change that was worth noting was a slight decline in the num­
ber of women and minorities serving on school boards, said the Survey. 
This year 36.1 percent of respondents were women, down slightly from 
38.3 percent last year. Nationwide, 14 out of every 15 bodrd members 
are white (93.5 percent), up from nine out of ten last year (90.4 per­
cent) (Alvey, et. al. 1986:27).
Fewer respondents identified themselves as homemakers (14.8 per­
cent) while 3 percent more than last year held either professional or
managerial positions, from 59.3 percent in 1984 to 62.3 percent in
1985. A much larger percentage of men than women held managerial or 
professional jobs - 73.8 percent of the men, compared with only 42.1 
percent of the women. And four out of ten women board members
reported their occupations as homemakers.
Seventy-five percent (75%) of men and women were 40 years or older.
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More men (96 percent) than women (88 percent) were married, but slightly 
more women board members (65.3 percent) than men (62.8 percent) had 
children enrolled in the schools they served.
Board members are a well-educated group: Almost two-thirds
(65.6 percent) have completed four or more years of college, and almost 
half that number (30.4 percent) have earned advanced degrees. Fewer 
than 1 percent did not complete high school (Alvey, et. el. 1986:27).
Alvey's charts showed a national profile, as well as, regional 
profiles of the school board member. For purposes of this study, the 
National and Pacific Region profiles were shown below (Alvey, et. al. 
1986:24):
National Profile of School Board Members
Percent**
Sex 1984 1985
Male 61.7 63.9
Female 38.3 36.1
Ethnic 1984 1985
Black 2.4 3.0
White 90.4 93.5
Hispanic 1.5 1.2
American Indian .8 .8
Oriental .5 .3
Other 4.3 1.2
Age 1984 1985
Under 25 .5 .5
26-35 8.8 7.2
36-40 18.7 16.6
41-50 43.3 41.9
51-60 20.8 23.6
Over 60 7.9 10.4
Income 1984 1985
Under $20,000 3.6 8.6
$20,000-$29,999 18.6 13.5
$30,000-$39,999 21.5 20.5
$40,000-$49,999 17.0 18.7
$50,000-$59,999 12.9 14.0
$60,000-$69,999 8.6 7.6
$70,000-$79,999 5.7 4.7
$80,000-$89,999 3.3 3.7
$90,000-$99,999 1.5 1.7
$100,000 or more 7.0 6.9
**Some percentages do not total 100 because of rounding.
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Pacific Region Profile of School Board Members
Percent**
Sex 1984 1985
Male 50.4 58.9
Female 49.6 41.1
Ethnic 1984 1985
Black 2.6 . 6
White 86.8 90.2
Hispanic 2.6 3.7
American Indian 1.8 3.1
Oriental 2.6 1.2
Other 3.5 1.2
Age 1984 1985
Under 25 .8 .0
26-35 11.0 4.9
36-40 16.1 19.0
41-50 45.8 38.7
51-60 16.9 26.4
Over 60 9.3 11.0
Income 1984 1985
Under $20,000 5.1 13.5
$20,000-$29,999 17.1 9.2
$30,000-$39,999 18.8 19.0
$40,000-$49,999 20.5 19.6
$50,000-$59,999 12.8 13.5
$60,000-$69,999 9.4 12.3
$70,000-$79,999 9.4 3.1
$80,000-$89,999 .9 3.7
$90,000-$99,999 1.7 .6
$100,000 or more 4.3 5.5
**Some percentages do not total 100 because of rounding.
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The Superintendent
A nationwide survey of superintendents was conducted by The Exec­
utive Educator (Rist 1984:26-30) and education researchers at Ball State 
University for the purpose of profiling over 15,000 superintendents 
through a random sampling of 2,200 from across the United States.
Eight hundred thirteen (813) superintendents responded.
Findings:
Contracts: The average employment contract was three years.
The longest was 9 years.
Salary:
24% earned less than $40,000 per year
33% earned between $40,000-$49,999 per year
26% earned between $50,000-$59,999 per year
13% earned between $60,000-$69,999 per year
4% earned between $70,000 or more per year
Per pupil expenditures averaged $2,636
34% ranged between $2,000-$2,499
Superintendent/Board Relationship:
63% reported having a good working relationship with 
all board members
34% reported having a good working relationship with 
most board members
3% did not get along with the board
Social Relationships
Five percent (5%) of the respondents indicated having 
a high level of social contact with individual board 
members
Thirty-four percent (34%) reported moderate social contact
Fifty-four percent (54%) reported low social contact; and,
Ten percent (10%) reported no social contact with members of 
the school board
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The study showed that 93 percent of the superintendents were white, 
male (97%), Protestant (70%) and married (94%) with two or three chil­
dren.
They became superintendents at the mean age of 38.9 years. They've 
been superintendents for an average of 10.4 years and have been in edu­
cation for an average of 26.2 years.
Fifty-eight percent (58%) of the superintendents said they worked 
in only one school district;
26% in two school districts;
20% in thres school districts;
20% in four school districts;
15% in five school districts.
The survey showed that superintendents were self-confident, out­
going, and capable. Only 6 percent had been dismissed or resigned from 
their positions.
The education profile of superintendents revealed that :
Ed. D degree 34%
Ph. D degree 16%
M.A. degree 28%
Specialist degree 19%
B.A. degree 1%
Thirty-six percent (36%) of superintendents who had been superin­
tendent for less than 10 years were earning $70,000 per year. Twenty- 
nine percent (29%) having been superintendent less than 15 years were 
also earning over $70,000 per year. Sixty-five percent (65%) were 
earning between $65,000-$70,000 per year.
Cuban (1976:167) described a superintendent in the following 
manner:
"The superintendent is not unlike a juggler who, 
in order to keep a dozen objects in the air on 
a windy day, must constantly move about, keeping 
his eyes roving; he may be very uncertain that he
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has the whole dozen, but he doesn’t dare stop to 
find out!"
Nature of the School Board Member 
and Superintendent Relationship
Gross, et. al. (1958:99-101) outlined the social system in which 
the school board and superintendent are involved. There are five obser­
vations concerning the kind of relationship network in which these 
positions occur. The first is that the superintendency and school board 
member positions are embedded in a set of relationships like those that 
Barnard has termed formal organizations. A second related observation 
is that the positions of school board member and superintendent are 
locations in a form of organization that has most of the characteristics 
of the type of organization which Weber has applied the term, bureau­
cracy. A third point that deserves emphasis is that these positions 
are established by state law. By legal definition the school board is 
the policy-making organ of a public school system and the superinten­
dent is its executive officer.
Fourth, a school system, like any formal organization, must adapt 
itself to its external environment. Public education is largely in the 
hands of the local community.
The fifth, and final point that deserves consideration is that 
school systems have as their official policy makers representatives of 
the external system with which they must deal. School board members 
represent the larger system, the community, of which the school system 
is a subsystem.
Gallaher (1965:47) commenting on the school system as a formal 
organization in which the school board exercises formal control stated
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it this way:
"With a wide spectrum of values to draw from, many 
of which are anti-intellectual and not the least 
of which is local autonomy, the client group has, 
indeed, insisted upon a system which permits formal 
control to rest in the hands of laymen. This control 
is given its most explicit symbolic representation 
in that major structural link between the school and 
its external environment, including the client group 
itself, the school board."
Garman (1982:34) in A Concept Paper titled "Conflict Management
for School Boards" said:
"School board decision making is more difficult than 
it used to be. The issues are complex, communities 
are more diverse, and the public is better educated 
and more desirous of participating in the process.
Laws, statutes, and regulations are more numerous, 
special interest groups more sophisticated, and board 
members themselves are less willing to serve as 
passive members of "rubber stamp" boards. All of 
these factors and more mean that board decision 
making is more complex, controversial, and subject 
to conflict than in the past."
The combined factors of false consensuses, symbolic manipulation,
low levels of information, an absence of groups, and an absence of
legitimate conflict all cast serious doubt on the adequacy (and
normative desirability) of explaining board-community relations in
pluralist terms (Mann 1975:166).
" . . .  boards must decide whom to listen to, whom 
to believe, whom to speak for, and whom to benefit 
from their decisions" (Mann 1975:161).
By definition, the primary function of big-city boards is policy 
making. Although they have the final authority over school decisions 
more often they mediate conflict and approve their executive's recom­
mendations (Cuban 1976:89).
Ford (1979:18) stressed that problems in the board/superintendent 
relationship are inevitable. These problems are evident in policy
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setting, in the board acting in concert, or, as individuals, and, in 
the fact that board membership changes on a regular basis and a 
majority posi-iion for this year may well become a minority view next 
year.
Apker (1982:14) described the board member of today as "a new 
breed . . . with a constituency and a political agenda." He said that 
they often have ties to either a political machine or to narrow inter­
ests, but well-organized or monied, constituencies. They are not 
docile. They have access to independent information and they confront.
"Incumbent defeat opens the school board to new inputs 
from the community. This leads, however, to open 
conflict on the board between the educational desires 
of a district's newcomers, as articulated by the new 
board member, and the educational values of the 
district's established power structure, represented 
by the old board and superintendent. This conflict 
will alter the balance of power on the board as 
marginal members of the old board align themselves 
with the new member, and his leadership becomes influ­
ential in the board's decision-making. Because the 
superintendent of schools is viewed as an integral 
part of the old decision-making system, the contest
for control of the policy-making center of the schools
will result in involuntary superintendent turnover
(Eblen 1975-76:1-4)."
Kutkat (1981:37) said,
"Like all elected officials, school board members hear 
two voices when they're faced with a decision on school 
policy: the voice of the voters who put them in office
and their own inner voices."
The frequent mismatches between boards and superintendents result- 
to a great extent - from the combination of the inability and unwill­
ingness of boards to identify what it is superintendents do and should 
do; from the failure of boards in utilizing these insights when design­
ing and implementing procedures for selecting superintendents (Salley
1979-80:4).
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Mann (1975:161) in his introductory statement in an article titled, 
"School Boards and Power in Local Communities" stated,
"The authority of the board is a bridge between the
community and the schools, and both groups trample
across the board in their eagerness to get at the
other side."
The superintendent should be the communication center and spokesman 
for the school system. He has responsibility for assuring open 
channels of communication for the free flow of information in all direc­
tions (Dykes 1965:88-89).
Carlson (1965:80) described four roles of the superintendent as he 
perceived it.
1) Content initiator - "I am for kindergarten." He may
say this openly or in a closed or indirect way.
2) Process initiator - not taking a position on the content,
but trying to set a structure in motion which will let people, inclu­
ding himself, work on a problem.
3) Mediator - is a kind of catalyst in which other people 
are doing the main content push, the main process push, but he is, in 
a sense, in a kind of mediating, facilitating kind of role.
4) Squasher - openly or indirectly block an innovation by 
sitting on it by saying "that's not good, it won't work," or by letting 
it be known that you think it won't work.
Dykes (1965:118-121) outlined what a school board should expect of 
its superintendent. He itemized the following:
1. Executions of policies
2. Problems not covered by policies
3. Information
4. Sharing
5. Teamwork
6. Supporting
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Dykes (1965:122-126) outlined what a superintendent should expect 
of its school board. He itemized the following:
1 . Establish policies
2. Supporting
3. Unit operation
4. School personnel
5. Protection from excessive demands
6. Evaluation
Goldhammer (1964:42-46) outlined five particular role expecta­
tions for the superintendent of schools. They are:
1. The superintendent should be an executive 
secretary for the board.
2. The superintendent should be the educational 
leader in the community, helping the community 
to interpret the educational program and 
endeavoring to educate the community regarding 
values inherent in school policies.
3. The superintendent should be an effective 
school business manager; a conservator of 
finances.
4. The superintendent should exemplify the values 
to which the community - or at least influential 
elements within it - subscribe.
5. The superintendent should be the intermediary 
between the board and staff.
Goldhammer (1964:46-47) outlined expectations that superinten­
dents have for school board members' performance of their roles.
School board members should:
1. be prepared to make the sacrifices necessary 
for the performance of their duties;
2. attend all school board meetings
3. attend as many functions as possible;
4. define (if not defend) school board 
policies before community groups;
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5. be available to discuss with the superintendent 
problems of the schools at various times 
between school board meetings;
6. be more than just passive observers who secure 
second hand reports about the schools;
7. avail themselves of the opportunities to see 
the schools function directly;
8. encourage board participation in administrative 
conferences, school board association conferences, 
workshops, etc.; and,
9. encourage professional reading and subscribing to 
administrative journals.
Smith (1982:27) said,
"Superintendents run schools, but school boards should."
"In theory", he went on to say, "the will of the people 
is communicated to their elected representatives— the 
school board, in this case. The board deliberates and 
takes action and then stands accountable for what it has 
done."
Mann (1975:19) said that education decisions are made at least in 
part by calculations of: pressure group strength, the needs of special
interests, bargaining, compromise, and especially conflict. Wider par­
ticipation, more akin to general political participation seems likely 
to increase the amount of conflict in the system.
Smith (1982:28) advised board members that they have the power to 
improve how their schools are run. He said they must begin by 1) dis­
pelling some of the chief myths that surround school governance, 2) re­
establishing the board's primary role asithe representative of the 
public, and 3) broadening the involvement of groups such as teachers in 
formulation of school policy.
Stelzer (1975:73) stated:
"School governments could not survive in the face of 
conflict without developing some kind of coping 
mechanism. The sensitivity of so many school-related
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issues is a natural foundation for conflict. The 
widespread requirement that school governments submit 
budgets, tax levies, and hand proposals to public 
referenda assures conflict sooner or later."
Smith (1982:29) stated, "School boards should govern— or be
abolished."
Salmon (1982:30) stated,
"School boards should govern the schools. To 
govern, school boards must develop policies. . ."
Issues That Cause Conflict 
Parker (1978:30-32) wrote in an article in the American School
Board Journal,
"The entire school board of seven members of 
La Crosse, Wisconsin was recalled. It was the 
first recall of public officials ever in 
Wisconsin history."
What went wrong? The community thought its trustees were soft on 
discipline. What did the schools learn from this event? Parker out­
lined seven lessons that the school board learned as a result of these
events.
Lesson No. 1: Don't expect the media to be on your side
of the story if you don't supply the facts.
Lesson No. 2: The older citizens in your community may not
have children in school, but they still 
pay taxes— and have a right to know what's 
going on.
Lesson No. 3: Never forget your responsibility to listen
to the people who elected you.
Lesson No. 4: Communication can't solve everything, but
don't expect to survive without it.
Lesson No. 5: A lack of communication with the public can
force a school board into a corner from 
which there is no escape.
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Lesson No. 6: No one ever said that being a good school
board member was easy.
Lesson No. 7: Never underestimate the power of public
opinion.
The school board resolved the issues of conflict that recalled 
them by (Parker 1978:32):
1) Establishing a student conduct code.
2) Improving communication with the public.
3) Establishing forums for the community to voice 
its opinion.
4) Establishing a schedule of "school days" for 
the media.
5) Appointing a public information officer.
6) Involving the community as much as possible 
in everything the school board does.
Dykes (1965:131) outlined some problem areas that cause conflict
between the superintendent and the school board. They were:
1. Lack of or incorrect information
2. ' Managing personnel
3. Specific functions of board committees
4. Board members speaking as individuals
5. Preparation for and conducting of board meetings ■
6. Spokesmen for the district
7. Housekeeping functions
8. Favoritism and loyalty to individuals
9. Administrator leadership and initiative
10. Divergent values
Smith's (1983) predictors of potential conflict came as a result
of a study. They were:
1) finances,
2) communication,
3) organizational structure,
4) personnel,
5) evaluation, and
6) involvement in the decision-making process.
Roller (1982) found:
27
" . . .  more intra-role conflict is experienced by 
the superintendencies where the student population 
is either growing or larger in size."
Likert and Likert (1976:217) listed a few of the conflicts that 
school systems must handle. They were:
1. teacher strikes
2. student demonstrations and disruptions
3. struggles of neighborhood groups or boards with 
the central boards of education.
4. desegregation and busing
5. differences within the school system and with 
parents about teaching methods and curriculum 
content and emphasis
6. introducing new curriculum
7. difference concerning disciplining of students
8. financing of building
9. operating budgets
Deutsch (1973:15-17) identified five basic types of issues over 
which conflicts occur. They were:
1. Control over resources (such as space, money, 
property, power, prestige, food, etc.).
2. Preferences and nuisances (activities or tastes 
of one person or group impinge upon another's 
preferences, sensitivities, or sensibilities).
3. Values (what "should be").
4. Beliefs (what "is"; over facts, information, 
knowledge, or beliefs about reality).
5. The nature of the relationship between the 
parties (opposing views and desires).
" . . .  everyone cannot get everything that is desired 
from the system; some mutual compromises have to be 
made. However, in order for the system to keep 
functioning in a civil way, individuals and groups 
must feel that they are getting something important
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enough so that accommodation is worthwhile. If some 
individual or group feels that not enough is being 
obtained from the system, or that sacrifices are too 
great, civility may breakdown." (Nye 1973:175).
Hayden (1984:29) related that well-run school board meetings by 
their very nature aren't likely to be especially interesting to the 
public— even to parents. However, if school board meetings are being 
disrupted by over-zealous members of the public— or if board meetings 
show a disturbing tendency to veer toward the best-show-in-town mode, 
Hayden stated that one or more of the following things may be happening 
in the school district between the board and superintendent:
1) The board routinely refers minor problems
to administrators for action or more information.
2) The board doesn't understand nor does it make a
distinction between its role and the role of the
superintendent. Citizens lose respect if there's 
a power struggle between the board and superin­
tendent .
3) Citizens have no other outlets to vent their 
frustrations or air their views except at a 
school board meeting.
4) There is open conflict among individual board
members or between the board and superintendent.
This will draw a crowd of action-seekers.
5) Individuals or community groups that represent 
special interests are using the board meetings 
as public forums.
6) The board meeting is a demonstration of inefficiency 
— a poorly run school board meeting.
Boards must be directed by superintendents away from making 
policies that ultimately will be unwise and will lead to conflict 
between the superintendent and the school board. Kutkat (1981:37-38) 
listed the following conflict-producing situations/policies:
1) When the board's course of action would be illegal.
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2) When board members ignore the interests of students 
and react to shibboleths.
3) When the board attempts to exceed its defined role.
4) When the board wants to spend too much money.
5) When the board wants to cave-in to stfong, but
misinformed community opposition.
6) When the board is trying to be "trendy".
7) When personal interests of a board member raise 
the possibility of a conflict of interest.
8) When the board assails you for problems that are
beyond your control.
Salmon (1982:30) asked the question, "Who runs our schools?" He 
said that a definitive answer is impossible, however, superintendents 
tend to be dominant when dealing with internal issues. External issues 
cause superintendents difficulty and often elevate the board to domi­
nance. Such issues include desegregation and busing, closing schools, 
changing attendance zones (boundaries), and increasing taxes.
Five issues and their constituencies can be briefly described. 
Finance reform attracts the taxpayer constituency. School control, or 
participation in school policy-making, attracts parents. Student 
rights involves the ultimate client of the schools. Desegregation is 
a focal concern of minority constituencies. And, teacher power in­
creasingly attracts the once submissive instructional staff. Of 
course, no constituency is mutually exclusive, but is present as if 
it were so for analytical purposes; parents, taxpayers, and minorities 
can all be the same person, but the distinction enables us to isolate 
group issues. Too, not every school system enjoys— if that is the 
verb— turbulence from all five issues, but it is obvious that the more 
issues on the scene, the more the turbulence (Mann 1975:201).
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Heller (1978:25-27) outlined "ten sure-fire ways to kill a super­
intendent" in an article in The American School Board Journal. He 
summarized them in this way:
1) Require your superintendent to represent the school 
board at all community meetings.
2) Demand irrefutable proof for every administrative 
recommendation.
3) Put embarrassing questions to your superintendent 
in public.
4) Agree with the shrieking critics who pounce on your 
superintendent with both feet.
5) Hold unofficial board meetings without your super­
intendent present.
6) Reject your superintendent's requests for admin­
istrative assistants.
7) Demand V.I.P. treatment from your superintendent 
at conventions.
8) Gossip about your superintendent's faults.
9) Ignore the distinction between policy-making 
and management.
10) Evaluate superintendent compensation by comparing 
school administration with your occupation.
In an American Management Association survey of corporate execu­
tives and managers (Thomas and Schmidt, 1976 in Garman 1982:35), the 
following were identified as typical causes of conflict:
- misunderstanding (communication failure)
- personality clashes
- va&ue and goal differences
- substandard performance
- differences over method
- responsibility issues
- lack of cooperation
- authority issues
- frustration and irritability
- competition for limited resources
- non-compliance with rules and policies
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For the fourth straight year, lack of proper financial support 
for the school topped the list of most serious issues. The same was 
true of declining enrollment. Two new issues surfaced: 1) collective
bargaining and 2) management and leadership in the school district. 
Also, a new issue was that of "teacher relations". This last issue 
included respondents' concerns ranging from getting rid of inadequate 
teachers to rewarding top performers. State mandates are causing prob­
lems where state legislatures are mandating reforms but not providing 
increased funds to pay for them (Alvey, et. al. 1986:23, 26).
The charts below show details on how board members in the U.S. as 
a whole and in the Pacific region ranked these and additional issues.
Issues That Cause Concern Among School Boards Nationally
Concerns Percent*
1. Lack of financial support 54.6
2. Declining enrollment 33.7
3. Collective bargaining 29.3
4. . Parents' lack of interest 27.5
5. Management/leadership 25.7
6. Finding good teachers 20.3
7. Use of drugs 15.9
8. Teachers' lack of interest 13.1
9. Disrespect for students/teachers 8.9
10. Overcrowding 8.9
11. Lack of discipline 8.4
12. Poor curriculum/standards 8.1
13. Pupils' lack of interest/truancy 7.2
14. Integration/busing 2.9
15. Crime/vandalism 2.2
16. Other
Teacher relations 5.4
State mandates 5.0
Curriculum development 3.5
Facilities 3.5
^Percentages total more than 100 because of multiple responses. 
Source: American School Board Journal, January, 1986.
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Issues That Cause Concern Among School Boards 
in the Pacific Region
Concerns Percent*
1. Lack of financial support 66.2
2. Management/leadership 32.5
3. Parents' lack of interest 30.6
4. Collective bargaining 21.5
5. Declining enrollment 19.7
6. Finding good teachers 17.8
7. Overcrowding 15.3
8. Teachers' lack of interest 12.3
9. Use of drugs 12.2
10. Pupils' lack of interest/truancy 11.7
11. Poor curriculum/standards 8.1
12. Disrespect for students/teachers 7.9
13. Lack of discipline 5.5
14. Crime/vandalism 1.8
15. Integration/busing 0
16. Other
State mandates 8.6
Curriculum development 6.1
Teacher relations 5.5
Facilities 3.6
*Percentages total more than 100 because of multiple responses. 
Source: American School Board Journal, January, 1986.
Rejected bond issues and defeats in school budget referenda all 
across the nation have made it abundantly clear that increased support 
for schools is forthcoming only when there are widespread public 
understanding of and sympathy for the needs of the schools (Dykes 
1965:89).
Change almost always is accompanied by tension, anxieties, re­
sistance, and conflict. Research, modern technology, struggles for 
power, desire for economic gain, need for status, and the exploitation 
of others are all sources of conflict (Likert and Likert 1976:4).
Executive succession often precedes further organizational adap­
tation, development, and change (Carlson 1962:2). The replacing of an
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executive is a potentially disruptive event. At the extreme, the event 
can be seen as traumatic for executive succession often disrupts lines 
of authority and communication, disturbs power decision-making systems, 
and generally upsets the normal activities of the organization 
(Carlson 1962:2).
Dahl and Tufte (1973:91-92) hypothesized that a small political 
system, being more homogeneous, is likely to be more consensual; while, 
the larger system, being more heterogeneous is likely to become 'more 
conflicted. A paradigm illustrating this might look something like 
this:
Event
1. The members are more
2. Incentives to conform to a 
uniform code of behavior are
3. In relation to the number 
holding the majority view in 
a conflict, the number who 
openly dissent are
4. The likelihood that conflicts 
among groups involve personal 
conflicts among the individuals 
in each group is
5. Conversely, conflicts among 
organizations are
6. Processes for dealing with 
organized group conflicts are
7. Group conflicts are
8. Group conflicts are
In smaller 
systems:
homogeneous
stronger
In larger 
systems:
diverse
weaker
fewer greater
higher lower
less frequent more frequent
less institu- more institu­
tionalized tionalized
infrequent, frequent, but 
but explosive less explosive
more likely 
to polarize 
the whole 
community
less likely to 
polarize the 
whole community
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In the smaller system, any conflict among organized groups is 
likely to entail personal conflicts among the individuals in the groups. 
Individuals cannot take refuge in anonymity. Each knows the other's 
group affiliations. Hence a group conflict, particularly if it endures 
for long, is likely to reinforce— and be reinforced by— personal antag­
onisms. In the larger system, on the other hand, the individuals in the 
antagonistic groups are much less likely to confront one another, and, 
indeed may never meet.
Mann (1975:176) reported a reference concerning the historical role 
of rural school boards as found in Wakefield's summary in the 
Encyclopedia of Education (1971) in which he cited a study by Lipham 
(1967). This Wisconsin study of school boards reached three conclu­
sions :
First, the size of the school district does not 
affect the consensus within a group or between 
groups regarding expectations about school board 
member's roles. The public, the professional 
staff, and the board members in small districts 
are no more in agreement about what they expect 
the board to do than are those in large districts.
Second, school boards in all sizes of districts 
avoid the responsibilities of their position, 
seldom resolve conflicts in open meetings, and 
are influenced by educational organizations (for 
example, school boards associations) on education 
issues and by noneducational organizations (for 
example, taxpayers associations) on economic 
issues.
Third, economic matters get the greatest attention 
and generate the most conflict.
Mann (1975:209) summarized the Zeigler and Jennings (1974) study 
data on the question of the difference among school systems in differ­
ent locales, as it dealt with board-superintendent interaction. Their
conclusions were:
1. Board demands on, and opposition to, the superin­
tendent increases, and board victory decreases, 
as one moves from small town to suburb to city 
school district.
2. (a) Board dependence upon the superintendent for 
educational information and board opposition to 
him are positively correlated in city districts, 
but board victory is not likely; (b) the two factors 
are negatively correlated in surburban districts, 
but show null relations in small towns (although in 
neither locales does this interaction affect the 
chances of board victory).
3. Superintendent interaction with the board is positively 
related to board opposition to him or her in city and 
surburban sites, but much less so in rural locales.
4. The superintendent's socialization of board members 
reduces board opposition in both urban and small­
town places, but both these interaction and socializ­
ation effects have limited association with board 
victories against him or her in smaller sites although 
high association in urban districts.
5. Support-seeking by the professional is inversely 
associated with board opposition in urban and suburban 
schools, but no relationship exists in small-town 
locales, and only in suburban locales is there any 
sizable relationship between this action and board 
victory.
6. The degree of congruency between board and superin­
tendent on a number of issues, including their role 
definitions, is conditioned by the metropolitan or 
nonmetropolitan status of the district.
"These findings", said Mann (1975:209), "support the theoretical 
proposition that the more diverse social context of the city, generates 
more potential conflict over school decisions, more likely placing the 
board in opposition to the superintendent . . . "
For many if not all conflicts, the need is to find a way to 
resolve them constructively without eliminating the differences which
led to the conflict (Likert and Likert 1976:5).
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Strategies Employed to Resolve/Manage Conflict
Garman’s (1982:45) basic assumption is that management of conflict 
is often a more realistic approach than resolution. This is true 
because resolution of conflict means making it "go away". In order to 
truly resolve conflict, the root causes must be identified and changed. 
This is often beyond the power and the capability of those who are 
parties to the conflict. Management of conflict, on the other hand, 
means that the parties find ways to continue their working relationship 
despite their differences.
Likert and Likert (1976:8) view a conflict as resolved when all 
opposing parties are satisfied with the outcome. A conflict remains 
unresolved as long as any party is dissatisfied with the outcome.
Deutsch (1973:363) stresses that there is nothing inherent in most 
conflicts that make it impossible for the resolution of conflict to 
take place through a cooperative process. He went on to state a number 
of reasons why a cooperative process is likely to lead to productive 
conflict resolution:
1. It aids open and honest communication of relevant 
information between the participants.
2. It encourages the recognition of the legitimacy of 
the other's interests and of the necessity to search 
for a solution that is responsive to the needs of 
each side.
3. It leads to a trusting, friendly attitude, which 
increases sensitivity to similarities and common 
interests, while minimizing the salience of 
differences.
Similarities in beliefs, attitudes, and values— i.e. in basic 
perspectives—  are usually conducive to compatibility and, hence, to 
cooperative resolutions of conflict (Deutsch 1973:374).
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Harry Handler, superintendent of Los Angeles City Schools, in a
letter to the researcher elaborated on his perception between "conflict
resolution" and "problem resolution". He said:
"My problem relates to the focus on "conflict".
Surely, Members of the Board of Education and 
I do not agree on every issue. However, lack of 
agreement does not suggest conflict. Most of 
the time the majority of the Board of Education 
and the Superintendent resolve problems following 
a comprehensive analysis unique to each situation."
Charles S. Terrell, Jr., San Bernardino County superintendent of
schools, enlightened the researcher on his perception of "conflict"
between the school board and superintendent. He said:
"The variable always present is the composition 
and the personality of the board working with 
the individual superintendent. Of course, it would 
be my hope that in any school district the develop­
ment of plans to operate the district would be done 
more in concert with the board than in opposition 
to the board."
"To put it another way," said Terrell, "I think it 
is the responsibility of the superintendent to work 
with the board and not as an adversary . . . "
Strategies Employed to Prevent Conflict
Each board and each superintendent should clearly state in writ­
ten form the nature of the general policies under which he will operate 
(Goldhammer 1964:53).
Shannon's (1982:14-15) wish list for superintendents by school 
board members include 1) high quality communication, 2) high level of 
integrity and 3) high level of competence. On the other hand, the 
wish list for school board members by superintendents include 1) under­
standing of their role, 2) do their homework and be prepared for board 
meetings, and 3) be objective and sensitive to special problems/issues
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in the district.
Strategies proposed by Thomas (1980:19) to school board members to 
aid them in preventing conflict with their superintendent include:
1) Insist that the superintendent become an 
active part of the community.
2) Work closely with the superintendent assuring 
that both agendas are open and honest.
3) Insist on being kept informed on issues. Request 
additional information, if needed.
4) Work to develop healthy interpersonal rela­
tionships among board members.
5) Insist that the superintendent grow profes­
sionally.
Garman (1982:52) outlined strategies to resolve conflict between 
the superintendent and the school board. They were:
1) Treating all board members as equals, without 
showing favoritism.
2) Providing board members with accurate and timely 
information, and keeping them informed.
3) Showing trust in the board's judgment.
4) Being open and honest with the board.
5) Presenting alternatives objectively.
The board can reduce conflict with the superintendent by:
1) Coming to an understanding and agreement about 
policy/administrative areas.
2) Doing homework.
3) Communicating openly with the superintendent, 
including expectations for performance.
4) Showing trust in the superintendent.
The board acts in matters relating to over-all policy decisions, 
while the superintendent advises; after the board decides, the superin­
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tendent executes. After he executes policy, the board, in turn, evalu­
ates. (Goldhammer 1964:54).
Zakairya (1983:28-29) advised boards and superintendents on ways 
to maintain a healthy relationship and free of conflict. She advised 
boards to:
1) Remember that superintendents are human, too; 
treat them as allies, not enemies.
2) Set school system goals and objectives together.
3) Establish formal procedures for handling grievances.
4) Stay on your side of that fine line between policy 
and administration.
5) Don’t play "gotcha" with your superintendent.
6) Keep dissension on the board to a minimum.
Zakairya advised superintendents to:
1) Get to know your board.
2) Give your board public visibility.
3) Inform your board of all the options.
4) Follow through on policy.
5) Don't let the grapevine beat you to the board.
6) Don't fight the trend toward increased board
interest in curriculum matters.
"What Should A Superintendent Expect From A Board?" wrote Olson
(1977:5) from a superintendent's point of view. Conflict could be
avoided if:
1) The board would be united.
2) Board members would allow other members to express 
their opinions.
3) The board would be prepared to consider issues 
in their entire scope.
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4) The board would have confidence in their 
superintendent and trust him to administer 
policies.
5) The board would evaluate him in a prescribed 
manner.
6) The board would assure the superintendent 
of their support.
7) The board would not spring surprises on the 
superintendent.
8) The board would be prepared to take action on 
recommendations of the superintendent.
9) Board members would recognize their own worth 
and be proud of their achievements on behalf 
of the schools.
Hislop (1977:3-4) listed 8 expectations that a board would expect 
of its superintendent.
1) Keep the board well-informed of problems 
and progress. No surprises.
2) Complete personal and professional integrity.
3) Assume full responsibility for managing the 
overall program.
4) Good public relations.
5) Use good judgment in making decisions.
6) Grow professionally.
7) Maintain self through good health, periodic 
vacations and spend reasonable amount of 
time with the family.
8) Loyalty to the board, the school district, 
and the community.
Johnson (1981:1-2) also spelled out some mutual expectations 
between school board and superintendent.
1) Maintain good relations with their community.
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2) Develop a sound, harmonious and cooperative 
relationship with one another.
3) Establish "clearly understood goals for the 
district".
4) Develop mutually agreed upon performance 
expectations for the superintendent.
5) Loyalty from the partners is a prerequisite.
6) Mutual adaptability to each other's outlook 
and approach, and, personal style of 
leadership.
7) Aggressive, courageous leadership.
8) Integrity and credibility with each other.
9) Deliver what you promise; promise only what 
you can deliver.
10) Keep an open mind. Hear the facts first.
MacFeeley's (1984:35) checklist of strategies for superintendents 
to be aware of is designed to achieve smoother, more cohesive, and more 
predictable school board meetings. He wrote:
1) Research all proposals and document their costs.
2) Schedule ample lead time between discussion and 
decisions.
3) Anticipate (and prepare answers for) possible 
questions.
4) Give the whole picture.
5) Become a master teacher at presenting reports.
6) Allow board members to explore an issue.
7) Follow up on all questions of policy and procedures.
If school executives and school boards aren't working well togeth­
er, Magruder (1984:18) has found that it's usually for one of three 
reasons: disputes about personnel, disagreements about policy, or just
plain poor communications.
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Magruder's (1984:18, 30) strategy to address personnel disputes 
is that in all personnel decisions, the focus should be on facts, not 
personalities. While on policy disagreements, Magruder suggested that 
the superintendent use "well-directed citizens' committees to recommend 
policies to the board and administration and provide the board with 
substantiated, thought out specific recommendations."
On the dispute on poor communications, Magruder (1984:30) pre­
sented the following list of strategies to prevent conflict:
1) Telephone each board member regularly to keep 
them abreast of what's going on in the school 
system.
2) Send out board meeting agendas early, and send 
enough back up materials to explain the recom­
mendations .
3) Don't surprise each other. Never spring new 
business items on the board at a meeting.
4) Allow time for presenting materials to the board 
and for the board members to mull decisions.
5) Differences of opinion will always occur, accept 
it.
6) Don’t allow differences of opinion to become 
personal. Avoid creating factions.
7) Give credit and praise when and where it's 
deserved.
8) When all else fails, rely on superintendent/ 
board workshops.
9) Suggest an annual school board evaluation.
Research and theory with respect to group relations, however,
suggest at least two procedures. First, conflict can generally be 
avoided by establishing honest and cooperative relationships with sub­
ordinate personnel. Second, clearly stated policies which define the 
roles of participants in an organization are necessary so that individ­
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uals can clearly understand their official obligations as well as those 
others associated with them.
Relevant Studies in School Board 
and Superintendent Relationships
"School Boards: Strengthening Grassroots Leadership" (1986) is a
study conducted by the Institute for Educational Leadership. Michael 
Usdan, president of the Institute said, "Schoolboards have remarkable 
grassroots support across the United States." On the other hand, Usdan 
said, "There is widespread civic ignorance and civic apathy about what 
boards actually do." The report cautioned that "deep public apathy and 
indifference" could spell trouble for boards in the future, as student 
populations become increasingly diverse, and creative leadership 
becomes more necessary.
One result of this public apathy is that more and more board 
members perceive themselves as representatives of special-interest 
groups or constituencies, rather than as trustees acting on behalf of 
the public interest, according to the report.
Such behavior can result in divisiveness among board members if 
several are pushing for disparate interests and demands.
The study found that while more and more students are members of 
minority groups, school-board members remain predominantly male, middle 
or upper-middle class, white and college-educated
The report also found that boards had been bypassed in the past
three years of state education reforms.
"School boards feel they have, at best, been only 
peripherally involved, that they have been cast 
in a passive role and are perceived as reactors, 
rather than partners in shaping change,"
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the report stated.
In general, board members said, they spent too little time on 
"real" education issues, yet feel they must "do it all". About 31 
percent said that continuous goal-setting, policy development, and 
appraisal should be high priorities, while 41 percent said too little 
time was devoted to these areas.
Fully one-third of the board members sampled said their boards 
do not have regular goal-setting or planning meetings. And only 21 
percent said that carrying out and monitoring board policies absorb 
most of the time.
Moreover, despite the recent push for accountability in education, 
only 33 percent of the boards surveyed had policies for evaluating 
their own effectiveness.
The study included a list of "effectiveness indicators" that 
local boards could use to compare their performance to that of success­
ful school boards nationwide.
They included: focusing on education and educational outcomes;
setting broad goals and using strategic planning to accomplish them; 
ensuring an adequate flow of resources, equitably distributed; dealing 
openly with controversy; seeking community participation; exercising 
continuing oversight over programs and their management; and working 
out the division of administrative and policy responsibilities.
The American School Board Journal (Downey 1978:26-29) conducted 
a nationwide survey of ex-school board members to find out why school 
board members quit. The greatest single factor causing respondents to 
call it quits was "being a board member takes too much time." Other
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reasons which were more troubling by far was the pervasive sense of 
frustration, powerlessness, even bitterness that a handful of ex-board 
members expressed. Regulatory interference, inadequate school revenues, 
intransigent teacher union demands, discordant relationships between 
governance and management, and bickering among board members.
The Journal survey (1978:28) also asked ex-board members to re­
view 28 commonly cited reasons to indicate which, if any, were major 
causes of their departures. After the constraints of time, "teacher 
unions" were identified as a central factor by the highest percentage 
of ex-board members, dealing with citizen committees, getting along 
with colleagues on the board, and no longer having children in school 
as being causes for leaving. Few mentioned problems with local 
officials as a central reason for leaving the board.
No one selected "My superintendent recommended I quit." Many 
suggested that they left because they had accomplished everything they 
could.
Research conducted by Cistone (1978:32-33) among school board 
members in Ontario indicated that persons usually come to service on 
their boards of education with a fairly predictable set of notions that 
change little over their term of service, and that these notions were 
formed by factors common to their backgrounds - upper social and econo­
mic status, occupational pursuits, and active involvement in community 
pursuits.
Questionnaires were sent to 131 veteran and 40 newly-elected 
school board members in Ontario. Findings were augmented later by a 
series of four personal essays written by each new board member.
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School board members’ experience, background, and lifestyle 
before their school board service tended to prepare them for their 
roles as leaders of educational governance. In fact, they came to 
their jobs with a set of notions that change little during their term 
of office.
Cistone indicated that all this suggested some new notions of 
school board members— chief among them that new board members may have 
much less to learn than often has been presumed. The research shows 
that the skills, attitudes, and behavior necessary for functioning as 
a board member already have been acquired as a consequence of recruit­
ment, preincumbent experience, and anticipatory socialization.
Cistone concluded that board members' remarkably similar back­
grounds, experiences, and socio-economic status gives them a great 
deal in common with each other, thus increasing the possibility of a 
consensus-oriented school board.
Boyd (1975:103) contended that studies of American public school 
politics suggested that high levels of public conflict in educational 
policy-making have at least three important consequences. First, 
there is evidence that as the level of conflict in school district 
policy-making increases, the autonomy and discretion of school admin­
istrators is reduced as a result of increased school board and citizen 
involvement in, and scrutiny of, the policy-making process. Second, is 
evidence that high levels of conflict tend to have a debilitating effect 
on school officials. Finally, research shows that conflict which con­
tinues and increases over time is likely to lead, ultimately, to the 
defeat of school board members seeking reelection, followed by the re-
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placement of the school superintendent and the adoption of new educa­
tional policies.
Schmidt and Voss (1976:525) concluded from various studies they 
reviewed showed that school boards are typically constituted of elites 
or near-elites. They are predisposed to evaluate policies in terms of 
what they perceive to be community-wide needs. Consequently, minority 
demands framed as to appear in the interest of the total community, in 
some abstract sense, are likely to be received favorably.
Blanchard's (1973) study analyzed decisional practices of Kentucky 
school boards, concentrating on the behavior of the boards as units 
rather than on the behavior of individual board members. The analysis 
was based on data from questionnaires completed by members of 57 
Kentucky school boards, data describing school district social and 
economic characteristics, and school board election data. The study 
revealed that internal group variables (for instance, opposition to the 
superintendent and disagreement over the proper role of the federal 
government) were the most compelling explanations of school board con­
flict. However, external variables (especially the social status of 
district residents) had a good deal of import, indicating that school 
board decisions were not based on internal factors alone. In several 
ways, board members behaved like political decisionmakers, in other 
areas, particularly like legislators at the State and local level.
Willower and Fraser (1979-80:1-4) conducted an inquiry of super­
intendents to find out how they felt about their work. Paperwork was 
mentioned the most times, followed by negotiations, and working nights. 
Some find conflict onerous. The biggest current problems in the order
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of importance were 1) finance and budget, 2) declining enrollments,
3) negotiations, 4) pressure groups, and 5) state and federal mandates.
Ziegler, et. al. (1981) in Garman (1982:34) in a study suggested 
that school superintendents may not be responding effectively to con­
flict situations because they continue to rely upon expertise as a 
power resource, rather than engaging in negotiations with the other 
parties to resolve conflict. The study concluded that:
Superintendents were more akin to planners 
than were (city) managers. The high value 
they placed upon technology made them less 
sensitive to the range of community values 
as expressed in the political process. Thus, 
when they were engaged in political decision 
making, they found conflict management more 
difficult than when the conflict was between 
professionals.
Superintendents were asked to tell what individuals or groups did 
most to block public education in his community. School board members 
were mentioned as a major obstacle, as a group and as individuals who 
do most to block public education in their communities (Gross 1958:18,31).
A larger portion of school board members (62%) thought their 
superintendent was doing an "excellent" job in financial administration 
than in any other area of his job (Gross 1958:103). Public relations 
is the area where fewest school board members think their superinten­
dent is "excellent". Only 40% said their superintendent was excellent, 
another 30% said he was good, and the remaining 30% said that their 
superintendent does either a fair or a poor job (Gross 1958:104).
Sixty percent of the superintendents rated themselves "excellent" 
in the area of financial administration and express their weakest area 
as being public relations (Gross 1958:105-106).
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Gross (1958:113) found that nearly one-third (31%) of the school 
board members sought election to the school board because they disap­
proved of the way the schools were being run or did not like the way 
their children were being educated.
Reisman (1982:1-20) who conducted a study of the conflict manage­
ment behavior of 103 school superintendents and city managers in two 
metropolitan areas revealed that the superintendents were more profes­
sionalized than the city managers but, when dealing with the public, 
were less likely to use the analytic-technocratic conflict management 
methods typically associated with professionals. City managers tended 
to use these methods both when resolving intraorganizational conflict 
and when resolving issues involving the public, while superintendents 
managing public-oriented conflict tended to deviate from their profes­
sional opinions and engage in bargaining, lobbying, and compromising 
behavior typical of the political-bargaining approach.
The study also found that, unlike city managers, superintendents 
were more likely to confront intraorganizational conflict than public- 
related conflict. The researchers suggested that superintendents' 
reliance on political-bargaining methods may be forced by the mere 
ideologically-rooted nature of the public.
Gross, Mason, and McEachern (1958) reported data on the consensus 
among and between Massachusetts school superintendents and their school 
boards of education. Working with data from 105 school superintendents 
and nearly all of their 517 school board members; they sought to find 
out "the degree of consensus within and among school boards and super­
intendents concerning the division of policy-making and executive 
responsibility between the board and superintendent." They found that
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there was greater agreement among superintendents than among board 
members. Gross and his colleagues attributed this finding to the 
effects of professional training on the superintendents, although other 
factors may also have entered, e.g., socialization on the job, greater 
involvement with school affairs, and colleague interaction.
In a Research Action Brief (1981:1-4) titled "Board or Superin­
tendent: Who Manages the Schools?" it reiterated the legal right and
responsibility of the board to run the schools, including the right to 
fire the superintendent while the superintendent's primary resource is 
his reputation as an expert. The basis for each one's primary resource 
base may lie in the board's popular support of the community and in 
individual board members, such as knowledge of the schools and social 
status. The superintendent's may lie in the political support from 
local groups and individuals and in his access to information and 
resources of the school district.
Bidwell (1968:997) contended that "superintendents tend to have 
something of a common occupational subculture, approximating a profes­
sional ideology, while the views of board members may vary more widely, 
according to situational and personal attributes."
Apker (1982:14) saw the superintendent as shaping the nature of 
power relationships with the board, the school bureaucracy, the com­
munity and its citizens, and the state by gaining access to each of its 
power structures and by mobilizing forces to partially neutralize 
negative forces of power.
Gross (1958) conducted one of the earliest studies of educational 
governance; collecting data from superintendents and school board
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members in Massachusetts relative to their judgments, opinions, and 
role orientations. Gross examined the types of pressures and the 
sources of those pressures impinging on superintendents; those who were 
perceived by superintendents as blocking or promoting public education, 
and the relations and interaction between the superintendents and their 
school boards.
Among the conclusions, Gross (1958:136) found that almost 20 per­
cent of the superintendents perceived their board as a major obstacle 
confronting the chief executive: ". . . one of the most serious
problems . . . may be the irresponsibility or ineffective behavior of 
their school boards."
Concerning ineffective superintendent leadership, particularly 
the inability to spend time and energy on priority functions for the 
district; Gross (1958:140) identified the basic issue as: ". . .
failure of many superintendents to realize that the source of many of 
their difficulties may in large part be attributed to their own inade­
quacies. "
Apker, (1982:15) on the other hand, contended that "the superin­
tendent has to master skills on how to 1) deal with political confron­
tation, 2) mobilize constituencies, 3) recommend alternatives and allow 
the decision to emerge from a politicized discussion, and 4) deal with 
the politics of decline." Apker's conclusion was that if the superin­
tendent mastered these skills, then the following outcomes would result:
a. control board agenda
b. recommend policy options
c. implement the adopted policies
d. utilize citizen groups on behalf of preferred policy 
options prior to recommendation to the board.
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The growing politicization of educational governance was recog­
nized by Gross (1958:145):
"Numerous individuals and groups expose school 
superintendents and school board members to a 
great variety of 'pressures'— requests or demands 
behind which lie an apparent threat for failure 
to conform to them."
He cautioned that the best defense was to deal with issues and concerns
before they became conflict situations.
The most extensive study of school board-superintendent inter­
action conducted to date was undertaken by Zeigler and Jennings (1974:15), 
in the late 1960's. The study employed survey research techniques with 
a national sample of 83 school districts. Four hundred ninety board 
members and 82 school superintendents were interviewed. Additional 
data were collected from an augmented sample of large city school 
districts. Community members were also used as information data bases.
A multitude of variables were analyzed, among which included: school
board responsiveness, intra-board cohesion, board-superintendent con­
gruency.
Zeigler and Jennings (1974:250) concluded that, for the most part, 
school boards spent their time legitimizing the policy recommendations 
of the chief executive officers, the school superintendent. Overall, 
boards tended to reserve their representational role and represented 
the superintendent to the community. The superintendent controlled the 
decision process through dominance based on expertise.
Zeigler and Jennings (1974) found the superintendent to be in 
firm control of 85 percent of the votes at school board meetings. In 
two-thirds of the districts they studied, they reported that the super­
intendent set the agenda and controlled 75 percent of the agenda items,
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the superintendent and his office staff, 87 to 92 percent. The board 
actually contributed only 6-10 percent of the items; all other elements, 
line staff and public, no more than 2 percent. Zeigler and Jennings 
also found that 99 percent of the votes at school board meetings were 
unanimous, so they concluded that no significant trends could be dis­
covered by analyzing votes. The governing process and any accompany­
ing conflicts were hidden.
Bidwell (1968:1002-1003) reviewed Halpin's (1956) study of the 
expectations held by both board members and the immediate subordinate 
staff for the administrative behavior of the superintendent and in 
their perceptions of his performance in office. He used samples of 
50 Ohio public school superintendents, the 237 members of their school 
boards, and the 350 members of their staffs. His data were gathered 
by administering the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ).
This instrument, developed by Hemphill and Coons (1950) consists 
of two scales derived by factor analysis, Initiating Structure in 
Interaction - "the leader's behavior in delineating the relationship 
between himself and members of the work group and in endeavoring to 
establish well-defined patterns of organization, channels of communica­
tion, and methods and procedures" (Halpin, 1956 in McEwan, 1983:19) 
and Consideration - behavior indicative of friendship, mutual trust, 
respect and warmth in relationship between the leader and members of 
his staff" (Halpin 1956 in McEwan, 1983:19).
Halpin asked his respondents to answer the LBDQ in two ways: 
according to their perceptions of the superintendent's actual behavior 
(Real) and their expectations of how he should behave (Ideal). Halpin
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found only moderate variations on expectations from school systems 
in the response patterns of either board or staff members. The differ­
ences, however, lay in the emphasis on Initiating Structure and Consid­
eration. Board member’s expectations were more uniform, but compared 
with staff personnel, they consistently stressed Initiating Structure 
more strongly in their expectations, while from system to system they 
varied in the extent of their agreement concerning Consideration. For 
these staff members, Consideration formed the core of expectations for 
the superintendent, while for board members, Initiating Structure was 
the central theme.
The superintendents' conceptions of their organizational role 
approximated more closely the expectations of staff than those of board 
members. While board members tended to emphasize Initiating Structure 
in their expectations, superintendents centered their role conceptions 
on Consideration, although they exceeded even the staff sample in this 
emphasis.
Bidwell (1968:1003) interpreted the Halpin's findings by saying:
. . . The superintendent is primarily an executive 
and organization officer vis-a-vis his board.
Although he may participate with them in policy­
making, he does so as an expert subordinate rather 
than a peer, and his primary task in the eyes of 
the board is to carry out their policy decisions.
In other words, his interaction with them is 
primarily concerned with devising and setting in 
motion organizational structures. Moreover, the 
greater part of his interactions with subordinates 
is not directly visible to the board, so that they 
may be aware of the structuring outcomes of his 
actions, but less so of the form or content which 
these actions take.
Hentges (1984:7) investigated the nature of superintendent and 
school board interaction and linkages in school districts with student
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enrollments of 25,000 or more. He examined personal, situational, 
and contextual variables as they related to power relations and partic­
ipation in the educational policy and decision-making process.
The study sought to determine:
1) the characteristics of superintendents who 
dominate their school boards,
2) the characteristics of boards who are dominated 
by their superintendents,
3) the context variables that allow superintendents 
to control, and
4) the social and political elements that enable 
school boards to discountenance bureaucratic 
control of the policy and decision-making 
process.
Two separate sub-samples were identified and included in the 
study: the first was a purposive sub-sample (Alpha) of 20 superinten­
dents from districts with enrollments of 25,000 or more students and 
all 146 of their respective board members. The second sub-sample 
(Omega) consisted of all 181 public school superintendents in the 
United States in districts with student enrollments of 25,000 or more 
and their corresponding school board presidents or chairpersons.
Hentges' (1984:117-118) comparison of Alpha school board members 
and Omega school board members yielded the following findings:
1. Alpha board members indicated that their boards 
engaged in considerably more bloc voting when 
members disagreed on issues than did the Omega 
respondents.
2. Alpha board members also indicated more dis­
agreements with their superintendents about 
major policy issues dealing with desegregation, 
busing, and civil rights compared with responses 
from Omega board leaders.
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3 - 5 .  Alpha board members reported a greater pro­
pensity for eventually approving major policy 
changes desired by the superintendent even 
though the board initially disagreed with the 
change in three policy areas: 1) educational
program, 2) fiscal matters, and 3) desegrega­
tion, civil rights issues. Omega board 
leaders reported greater reluctance to allow 
the superintendent to "control" these issues.
6. When asked who prepared the school board agenda, 
almost 50 percent more Omega respondents acknow­
ledged that the superintendent controlled that 
function than did Alpha board members.
7. Omega school board leaders were more inclined 
than were Alpha board members to delegate 
responsibility for all administrative functions 
to the superintendent.
8. More tension or conflict existed among the citizens 
in Alpha districts over school district policies 
than existed in Omega districts, according to the 
respondents.
9-11. Alpha board members perceived more attempts
over the past three years by persons or groups 
in their communities to force changes in 
policies relating to the three policy areas
1) educational program, 2) school closings 
or facility construction, and 3) desegregation, 
busing, and civil rights.
Continual conflict between the board and its chief executive on 
any policy issue was virtually non-existent, as reported by board mem­
bers and superintendents (Hentges 1984:157). Internal policy issues 
generated lower levels of conflict between the board and superintendent 
than did external policy issues (Hentges 1984:157). Hentges further 
found that the intensity and frequency of board opposition to the 
superintendent was higher in the present study than was found to be 
true in the research by Zeigler and Jennings (1974:163). He could not 
ascertain precisely whether the discrepancy was due to the difference 
in measuring scales or reflected contemporary conflictual issues.
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Aleshire's (1980:2-3) study was to determine whether communication 
and trust were key variables in the superintendent-board relationship. 
In addition, this study described the communication behavior of the 
board and superintendent as they prepared to make decisions in public 
meetings.
Six sample school districts, stratified by size were selected for 
study in the Phoenix Metropolitan Statistical Area. Questionnaires 
were administered and interviews conducted with every superintendent 
and school board member. In addition, school board meetings were 
observed and content analysis was done on agenda packets.
Aleshire's (1980:198-199) study conceptualized the superintendent- 
board relationship as a communication interaction system in which the 
sender (superintendent), receiver (board), and message were all in­
teracting elements with varying degrees of impact. Within the inter­
action system, it was hypothesized that high disclosure communication 
and interpersonal trust were interdependent variables. This hypothesis 
was accepted when it was determined that the correlation between a mea­
sure of high disclosure communication and several measures of trust was 
statistically significant. The highest correlation was that obtained 
between high disclosure communications and a measure of board's con­
fidence in the expertise and trustworthy character of their superinten­
dent .
The dimensions of communication which were found to be measurable 
were (Aleshire 1980:199):
1) the number of high disclosure communication 
practices used by the superintendent and the 
comprehensibility of written materials used 
to prepare board members for meetings.
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2) the percent of agreement between a superintendent 
and his board that a certain practice occurred.
The dimensions of trust which were found to be measurable were 
(Aleshire 1980:200):
1) trust of communication participants in the 
fairness of the other participants, per­
ceptions of the degree of openness manifested 
by other participants during meetings, per­
ception of general trustworthy behavior of 
other participants.
2) trust board members had for the expertise and 
trustworthy character of their superintendents.
Other findings were that the superintendent served as gatekeeper 
of information for the board. Forty-seven percent of the board members 
stated that theywere not adequately prepared to make well-reasoned 
decisions at board meetings. Their chief concerns were lack of time to 
spend on policy and their lack of knowledge about the budget. They 
supported the need for time to work on communication and group process 
problems in a non-public setting (Aleshire 1980:200-217).
Observations of school board meetings to obtain a more objective 
measure of whether interaction was open and trusting revealed that the 
school ards were effective in accomplishing the tasks on their 
agendas. Meetings were task-dominated with little attention devoted to 
group maintenance needs. Discussion was structured and routine, more 
so in the large districts than in the small (Aleshire 1980:212).
In another study, McEwan (1983:7) examined 1) the differential 
perceptions of superintendents and board presidents regarding superin­
tendents' leadership style, 2) the confidence level of board presidents 
in their superintendents, 3) the length of relationship between the 
pairs and 4) the board presidents' participation in the superintendents'
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selection; and to determine if differences in confidence level, length 
of relationship, and participation in selection, existed with regard to 
the differential perceptions.
The sample for this study was drawn from a list of 914 school 
superintendent-school board president pairs whose districts were mem­
bers of the Illinois Association of School Boards. A random of 300 
pairs was chosen of which there were 174 board presidents and 136 
superintendents.
A theoretical model was postulated based on Hersey and Blanchard's 
Situational Leadership theory and Homans' activity-interaction-senti- 
ment model. The following hypotheses were significant and supported 
the model (McEwan 1983:118-120):
1) Increased confidence by board presidents in super­
intendents was associated with perceptual congruence 
regarding leadership style with groups of moderate- 
to-high maturity;
2) A longer length of relationship between board 
presidents and superintendents was associated 
with increased perceptual congruence regarding 
leadership style with groups of low-to-moderate 
maturity;
3) Increased congruency with regard to leadership 
style was associated with participation by the 
president in the selection of the superintendent.
Littleton's (1983:3) study examined the role of the superintendent 
as viewed by Texas school board members by ascertaining who performs 
particular tasks - the board, the superintendent, or both. Further, 
this study attempted to describe the role of superintendents as affect­
ed by the size of the school district, tenure of the member of the 
school board, and each member's attained education level.
A questionnaire was developed and sent to 400 school board members 
selected randomly by school district size from the state of Texas.
Littleton (1983:67) found the following:
1) There was a wide disagreement among school 
board members in Texas as to the role of the 
superintendent.
2) School board members viewed many (15-29) of 
the tasks as "superintendent with board input."
3) School board members desired input into instructional 
programs of the district. Few board members were 
willing to give superintendents total responsibility 
for the instructional program.
4) Although most board members viewed the operation of 
a building program as "superintendent with board 
input" they viewed the selection of the architect 
as "board with superintendent input," or as a 
"shared superintendent and board."
5) The way that a school board member viewed the role 
of the superintendent appeared to be related to 
school district size.
6) Board members in this study with an earned doctorate 
tended to delegate more responsibility to the super­
intendent. Board members with other educational 
backgrounds were not as likely to delegate respon­
sibility to the superintendent.
7) There was no difference in the role of the super­
intendent as viewed by school board members when 
accounting for school board member tenure.
Nelson (1980:1) said,
"In today's school system, school boards and superin­
tendents are increasingly exposed to conflicting 
situations, irrational demands, emotional reactions, 
vested interest forces, legal mandates, political 
pressures, resource scarcities, and harsh criticisms."
Nelson specified seven strategies that to a greater or lesser 
are being used by superintendents. They were:
1) Acquiescing and Accepting
2) Changing Behavior
3) Confronting Directly
4) Displaying High Confidence
5) Resigning Position
6) Soliciting Support
7) Timing Approach
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In this study (Nelson 1980:1) seventy-seven Indiana school super­
intendents provided data on the strategies they used to resolve conflcit 
on their effectiveness.
Nel'son's findings show superintendents indicated that "Changing 
Behavior" (communicating convincing evidence) was the most often used 
activity and proved highly effective. Used equally often and of equal 
effectiveness was "Timing the Approach," or delaying action until 
success seemed more probable. "Direct Confrontation" was the third most 
used strategy and was perceived to be moderately effective. Also, 
moderately effective and fourth most often used was "Acquiescence and 
Accepting." The fifth most used but rather ineffective was a bluffing 
"Display of High Confidence." The sixth strategy in level of use and 
fifth in extent of effectiveness was "Soliciting Support" from others; 
although rarely used, this technique was found to be effective by those 
who used it. The least used and least effective strategy was to 
"Resign the Position" (Nelson 1980:2-4).
Bartley (1977:24-26) reviewed the results of a survey of superin­
tendents in Monmouth County, New Jersey in which superintendents saw 
themselves as using coercion only 2 percent of the time in order to 
reach agreement with their school boards. On the other hand, Monmouth 
County board presidents saw superintendents using coercion 8 percent of 
the time. Similarly, superintendents said they used consensus as their’ 
method 74 percent of the time, and the board presidents said superin­
tendents used consensus only 63 percent of the time.
Superintendents said they utilized coercion more often with other 
groups than with board members and that they negotiated more often with 
board members. They said they used consensus most often with students 
and least often with teachers (Bartley 1977:25).
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Bartley (1977:25) said,
"Superintendents clearly exercised the least amount 
of power with boards. Why is this? For one thing, 
superintendents hold a position of authority with 
teachers and principals; whereas with board members 
they occupy the status of subordinate."
If superintendent-school board relationships are to be successful, 
Kennedy (1976:1-5) outlined four characteristics which could be contri­
butory:
First, cognizant, the need for the school board and the superin­
tendent to be well aware of the goals and objectives for the school 
district and their consequences on the pupils and students.
Second, confidence, the need for the school board and superinten­
dent to accept their responsibility as vested in their positions and to 
respect that each will get their jobs done.
Third, communication, the need for the school board and superin­
tendent to share responsibility for the communication function is a 
critical one to be worked out. Information, ideas, ambitions, and 
attitudes have to be on a continual two-way band.
Fourth, compatibility, the need for the school board and superin­
tendent interaction to occur as necessary without needless interference 
in each other's action.
In a paper presented at the annual meeting of the National School 
Boards Association in San Francisco, Linus Wright (1983) outlined five 
steps toward establishing appropriate and workable parameters of mutual 
trust and respect between school boards and superintendents.
1) Establish two-way communication.
2) Be open and honest.
3) Be willing and ready to compromise.
4) Keep the board informed of all sides of a question.
5) Make certain that the total board knows exactly what 
is happening.
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Wright (1983:6) stated further that "once mutual trust and respect
are solidly established, the superintendent can define his respective
responsibilities as to what decisions he can make on his own; what
decisions he needs to make, but keeping the board informed; what
decisions he needs to have board approval, and, what decisions can be
made mutually.
"Take a look at the best-run school systems", 
said Bennett(1984:38), "and I bet you'll find 
a solid, respectful relationship between the 
school board and its superintendent." He goes 
on to say that a union of shared expectations, 
energies, and goals allows boards and superin­
tendents to direct school programs effectively 
— and a lack of these things gives rise to 
conflict.
Bennett(1984:38-39) offered 13 gifts which would make the board 
and superintendent a lucky match. They are:
1. Loyalty
2. Acknowledgement of respective roles
3. Obj ectivity
4. Homework
5. Adequate policies
6. Some knowledge of the law
7. Confidentiality
8. Support
9. Efficient board meetings
10. Unity
11. Interest in growth
12. Objective evaluation
13. Adequate compensation
Behavioral scientists (Brodinsky 1983:5) now tell us that the 
healthy group follows a win-win approach: no one loses, both sides win,
and the final result may be a new basis for close and harmonious rela­
tions between board and superintendent. Here are the kinds of behaviors, 
on part of either the superintendent or the board, that promote a win- 
win result:
1) Each protects the image of the other.
2) No one puts down or disparages the other.
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3) No one claims that what he wants is the greatest, 
the best, the only.
4) Humility is the mood during a controversy between 
board and superintendent.
5) Everyone listens.
"Not surprisingly,11 Brodinsky goes on to say,
"written board goals and policies are one of 
the best balms for conflicts. So is a common 
concentration on solving conflict."
Cawelti (1982:33) did a survey of urban superintendents to deter­
mine how they viewed school boards and whether they perceived that local 
lay governance of schools— especially in urban areas— was a contributing
factor to some of education's current woes.
All superintendents in cities with more than 300,000 population 
were polled, as was a sampling of superintendents in cities with 
populations of from 100,000 to 300,000. A total of 114 questionnaires 
were sent out; 80 of them (70 percent) were returned.
Findings show that nearly 79 percent who were asked to rate their
school boards' performance gave their boards either an A or B. Twenty-
one percent said that their board's work deserved only Cs or Ds.
School superintendents were asked to identify the types of board 
members who would tend to detract from the board's ability to reach a 
consensus on certain issues. The types most frequently identified by 
superintendents: single-issue board members (46 percent of superinten­
dents responded that such board members make decision-making difficult), 
politically ambitious board members (46 percent), board members who are 
overly responsive to the needs of their own geographic area of the school 
district (44 percent), and board members who are overly responsive to 
teacher viewpoints (42 percent).
Superintendents were asked (Cawelti 1982:34) to rate the degree of 
seriousness of 11 problems common to urban schools. Budgetary shortages
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were rated first. Issues such as bargaining,declining enrollment, and 
school closings were cited by superintendents as greater problems today 
than such traditionally troublesome issues as integration.
The intensity of certain issues tends to strain board/superintendent 
relationships. In the resolution of such issues, the superintendents 
said, board members become embroiled in administrative matters rather 
than sticking with policy issues.
As a result of board/superintendent conflict, about one-fourth of 
the superintendents reported they've had to compromise their positions 
in recommendations or decisions "rather than do what I feel is in the 
best interest of students."
Cawelti (1982:35) listed the following suggestions made by super­
intendents when asked how board performance could be improved:
1) Make a greater effort to orient new board 
members. Board members need solid information 
to make good decisions.
2) Ensure good planning and leadership for board 
meetings.
3) Encourage community leaders to run for the board.
4) Jointly develop a decision matrix on board/ 
superintendent roles.
In the final analysis, said Cawelti, the lack of trust that still 
exists between some boards and superintendents seems to contribute to 
unnecessary conflict.
Don E. Halverson (1977:1) and Hoover and Slezak (1978:39) each 
developed a Role and Relationship Grid: Board/Superintendent in order
to clarify the operating relationship/authority of the superintendent 
versus that of the school board. Categories which include planning, 
personnel, support services, curriculum and instruction, budget and
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finance, and community relations are areas of responsibility of school 
boards and superintendents. In order to ascertain each one's degree of 
delegation and responsibility, the superintendent and school board mem­
bers designate each category by marking it according to the following 
legend:
I. The superintendent has complete authority to make 
the decision or take action.
II. The superintendent has authority to make the decision 
or take the action but must inform the Board of such 
decision or action.
III. The superintendent has the authority and responsibility 
to provide recommendations. The board takes the action 
or makes the decision after receiving the superinten­
dent's recommendations.
IV. The board makes the decision or takes the action 
without input from the superintendent.
Halverson contended that by reviewing each other's responses, areas 
of divergence could be clarified and that such divergences in perception 
could be the seeds of potential conflict which could be mutually dis­
cussed and mutually resolved thereby avoiding the conflict. Hoover and 
Slezak's rationale was that "consensus" was the goal for board members 
and superintendents regarding (1) which decision situations to list on 
the Decision Analysis Chart, and (2) the appropriate disposition of
authority in each situation.
Brodinsky (1983:1-5) characterized a healthy board of education in 
seven ways. They were:
1) Is primarily concerned with goals. A board
must develop its goals with the superintendent.
2) Each person, or groups of persons, knows his
duties and responsibilities— and accepts them.
Each respects and values the roles and contri­
butions of others in the group.
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3) Values the competence of the superintendent. The 
superintendent respects the political wisdom that 
board members bring to school governance.
4) It is continually involved in communicating, eagerly 
receiving, and, just as eagerly giving information.
5) Has a voracious appetite for facts, ideas, concepts, 
projections. The board and superintendent develop 
and enjoy an interactive relationship.
6) Has the capacity to solve problems and reach decisions.
7) Has developed a way to resolve conflict among its 
members— or is continually searching for the ways 
to do it.
"A high degree of mutual trust and confidence between 
the individuals on the board/superintendent scene is 
critical in several respects," said Ford (1979:18).
First, it provides a cushion of human relationship at 
times when a stress situation threatens disintegration. 
Second, it diminishes the likelihood of surprises in 
critical situations and provides opportunities for 
necessary saving of face. Third, it accommodates small 
talk and even humor as an ingredient of achieving com­
promise .
The Theoretical Frame of Reference
Roald Campbell, et. al. (1975:404) stated in their more recent
text, The Organization and Control of American Schools:
"Educational policy-making at all governmental levels 
is immersed in politics and by definition educational 
policy-making is political action."
Roscoe Martin (1962 in Iannaccone 1967:4) pointed out that:
"Politics may be taken to concern (1) the process 
of governance within the schools, (2) the process 
by which the schools are controlled by and held 
responsible to people, or (3) the process of 
decision-making as it relates to other governments.
. . . Politics, therefore, may be said to be 
essentially a way at looking at the public school 
system and its management."
It is pertinent to make certain observations about the kind of
system of social relationships in which the positions of school superin-
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tendent and school board member are involved. The kind of social system 
in which they function and their relationship within it (Gross, et. al. 
1958:99) is like that which Barnard has termed formal organization. . . 
a system of consciously coordinated activities or forces of two or more 
persons" (Barnard 1938:81).
Barnard (1938:82-83) further stated that for the continued exis­
tence of an organization, first, the effectiveness of the organization, 
which comprises the relevance of its purpose to the environmental-situa­
tion; and second, its efficiency, which comprises the interchange be­
tween the organization and individuals, . . ."is necessary. From that 
viewpoint, Gross, et. al. (1958:99) said that a school system is a for­
mal organization in that it must deal with "economic" problems, those 
concerned with the efficient and effective allocation of its material 
and human resources, and with adaptation problems. A school system, like 
any formal organization, must adapt itself to its external environment. 
Homans (1950) termed its adaptation to the environment its "external 
system". In Parson's (1951:280) formulation, the organization must come 
to terms with systems in its external situation since its "output" 
normally is a function of the "input" from the external system.
Tedeschi, et. al. (1973:25) stated:
Economic theory has caused the social psychologist to focus on 
three rather neglected aspects of social behavior: (1) the interdepen­
dence of the actors in terms of mutual responses and joint outcomes 
during interaction; (2) the decisions actors continually make between 
alternative response choices; (3) evaluation of relationships and out­
comes in terms of normative rules of justice or fair play.
A vicious circle exists in the interplay between individual
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characteristics and interaction situations. Each influences the other. 
The characteristics that people have influence the ways in which they 
interact with others, and interactions affect the emergence of individ­
ual characteristics. Defensive, authoritarian, prejudiced, and aggres­
sive people are likely to instigate competition, domination, and provo­
cation. Conversely, these types of interactions, especially if contin­
ued for prolonged periods, can teach people to be defensive, and 
authoritarian. (Nye 1973:93).
Both individual characteristics and interaction patterns should be
considered if one wishes to assess the likelihood of conflict occurring
in a particular situation. Nye's major assumption was:
The greater the number and intensity of conflict 
promoting individual characteristics (defensiveness, 
authoritarianism, prejudice, aggressiveness, 
frustration, stress from overloading, states of high 
need, etc.) and of conflict-promoting interaction 
patterns (competition, domination and provocation), 
the greater the potential for conflict, (p. 94).
The diagram points out the factors involved in the initiation of 
conflict and the dynamic interplay among these factors and the conflict 
itself (Nye 1973:108).
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Individual Characteristics
Defensiveness
Authoritarianism
Prejudice
"Blind" conforming and obeying tendencies
Aggressiveness
Frustration
Stress from overloading 
High levels of need 
etc. /»s
\f
Interaction Patterns
— ) CONFLICT 
(i. e. 
mutual 
—^ hostility)
Competition
Domination
Provocation
Figure 1
Individual Characteristics and Interaction Patterns
Likert and Likert (1976:7) viewed conflict as the active striving 
for one's own preferred outcome which, if attained, precludes the 
attainment by others of their own preferred outcome, thereby producing 
hostility.
Coser (1956:73) interpreted Simmel's contention that conflict is a 
component of all social relationships and that it fulfills positive 
functions inasmuch as it leads to the re-establishment of unity and 
balance in the group.
Argyris (1957:39) defined "conflict" as reference to an event 
which occurs when a person is not able to act in a specific situation. 
Conflict when dealt with correctly, is an experience of growth for the 
personality.
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Tedeschi (1973:32) proposed three sets of factors emerging as 
being essential for any theory of social conflict:
1) a conflict situation in which individuals 
have at least partially conflicting 
preferences, desires, or intentions;
2) some communication modes by way of which 
influence or power is exercised;
3) the personal characteristics of the 
participants to conflict.
Boulding (1965:172-173) identified "issue conflict" and said of it,
"for the only thing that conflicts can rationally 
be about is the distribution between two or more 
parties of some good which is both scarce and valued."
Issues are the reservoir of demands that the superintendent 
accepts and regards as important to the system. Issues provide an 
agenda for possible action or a range of options with which policy may 
deal. The conversion of some demands to issues represents a distinct 
stage in the demand process. Policy outputs of the system, those 
actions by which the system hopes to generate environmental support, are 
predicted on a few issues, which are themselves likely to comprise 
several reduced demands (Mann 1975:69-70).
Issues thus reflect priority and importance among demands: the
transformation of a demand into an issue increases the probability that 
the system will react to it. Obviously, the criteria the system will 
use in its attempt to determine which demands become issues also deter­
mines a great deal about the allocation of values in the system. Those 
demands that are not allowed to mature as issues cannot then be satis­
fied by outputs (Mann 1975:70).
The following variables affecting the course of conflict were out­
lined by Deutsch (1973:5-7):
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1. The characteristics of the parties in conflict 
(their values and motivations; their aspirations 
and objectives; their physical, intellectual, 
and social resources for waging or resolving 
conflict; their beliefs about conflict, including 
their conceptions of strategy and tactics; and
so forth).
2. Their prior relationship to one another (their 
attitudes, beliefs, and expectations about one 
another, including each one's belief about the 
other's view of him, and particularly the degree 
of polarization that his occurred on such 
evaluations as "good-bad", "trustworthy-untrust­
worthy") .
3. The nature of the issue giving rise to the 
conflict (its scope, rigidity, motivational 
significance, formulation, periodicity, etc.)
4. The social environment within which the conflict 
occurs (the facilities and restraints, the 
encouragements and deterrents it provides with 
regard to the different strategies and tactics 
of waging or resolving conflict, including the 
nature of the social norms and institutional 
forms for regulating conflict).
5. The interested audiences to the conflict (their
relationships to the parties in conflict and to
one another, their interests in the conflict 
and its outcomes, their characteristics).
6. The strategies and tactics employed by the
parties in the conflict (in assessing and/or 
changing one another's utilities, disutilities, 
and subjective probabilities; and in influencing 
the other's conceptions of one's own utilities 
and disutilities through tactics that vary along 
such dimensions as legitimacy-illegitimacy, the 
relative use of positive and negative incentives 
such as promises and rewards or threats and 
punishments, freedom of choice— coercion, the 
openness and veracity of communication and 
sharing of information, the degree of credibility, 
the degree of commitment, the types of motives 
appealed to, and so on).
7. The consequences of the conflict to each of the
participants and to other interested parties
(the gains or losses relative to the immediate 
issue in conflict, the precedents established,
the internal changes in the participants resulting 
from having engaged in conflict, the long term
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effects on the relationship between the parties 
involved, the reputation that each part develops 
in the eyes of the various interested audiences.
Conflict has many positive functions (Simmel 1955; Coser 1951; 
Deutsch 1973:8-9). It prevents stagnation, it stimulates interest and 
curiosity, it is a medium through which problems can be aired and 
solutions arrived at, it is the root of personal and social change. 
Conflict is often part of the process of testing and assessing oneself 
and, as such, may be highly enjoyable as one experiences the pleasure 
of the full and active use of one's capacities. In addition, conflict 
demarcates groups from one another and thus helps establish group and 
personal identities; external conflict often fosters internal cohesive­
ness .
A conflict exists whenever incompatible activities occur (Deutsch 
1973:10).
Deutsch (1973:10-11) said that conflict can occur in a cooperative 
or a competitive context, and the process of conflict resolution that 
are likely to be displayed will be strongly influenced by the context 
within which the conflict occurs.
Contact and interaction provide an opportuntity for intergroup 
conflict (Deutsch 1973:68).
Nye's (1973:xii) "conflict" refers to situations involving 
hostility— situations that can tear apart individuals and groups, in 
both the literal and figurative sense.
"Interaction" implies action or influence which is mutual or 
reciprocal (Nye 1973:81). It is meant to refer to brief contacts as 
well as prolonged exchanges. The minimal situation that would classify 
as an interaction, in its usage here, is a simple behavior by one
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individual or group toward another individual or group (Nye 1973:81).
Coser's (1956:8) definition of social conflict: a struggle over
values and claims to scarce status, power and resources in which the 
aim of the opponents are to neutralize, injure, or eliminate their 
rivals. Deutsch reserves the term "conflict" for incompatible activ­
ities rather than incompatible goals; thus conflict may occur even when 
there is no perceived or actual incompatibility of goals (Tedeschi, et. 
al. 1973:27). Other social scientists mean by role conflict situations 
in which the actor perceives incompatible expectations. For example, 
Parsons (1951) said (after defining role conflict as ". . . the expo­
sure of the actor to conflicting sets of legitimized role expectations 
such that complete fulfillment of both is realistically impossible."):
It is necessary to compromise, that is to sacrifice 
some at least of both sets of expectations, or to 
choose one alternative and sacrifice the other. In 
any case, the actor is exposed to negative sanctions 
and, as far as both sets of values are internalized, 
to internal conflict. There may, of course, be 
limited possibilities of transcending the conflict.
In high conflict, therefore, the opponents can be expected to seek
advantage through the use of threats.
Conflict escalation may carry the parties to the point that their 
potential losses far outweigh any gains that could be obtained through 
the resolution of their conflict. When this stage of escalation is 
reached a sudden shift in policies may occur. The parties will be 
forced to look for their areas of agreement and/or trade-off conces­
sions to restore their interaction to an orderly level.
Parsons, (1951:280) in his brief treatment of the resolution of 
role conflict, said that:
". . . differences have to be adjusted by an
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ordering or allocation of the claims of the 
different role expectations to which the actor 
is subject. This ordering occurs by priority 
scales, by occasion, e.g. time and place, and 
by distribution among alters. . .
Getzels and Guba (1954 in Gross, et. al. 1964:281-282) have 
suggested that the analysis "of the effective handling of role conflict 
might well be pushed forward within the three concepts involved in 
these conditions: the choice of major role, the congruence of needs
and expectations, and the legitmacy of expectations within the situa­
tion. "
Goldhammer (1964:68) asked: How can conflict be avoided while the
school board still remains its legal authority, which by law it cannot 
delegate? He responded to the question by saying that research and 
theory with respect to group relations suggested at least two proce­
dures :
1) Conflict can generally be avoided by establishing 
honest and cooperative relationships with subordinate 
personnel.
2) Clearly stated policies which define the roles of 
participants in an organization are necessary so
that individuals can clearly understand their official 
obligations as well as those of others associated 
with them.
"Leadership is an interactional phenomena and an interaction 
theory is required to provide a framework for studies of leadership" 
(Gibb 1969:273). The interpretation and definition of the actions of the 
other in an interaction episode is the distinctive characteristic of 
interaction theory (Blumer 1966 in McEwan 1983:38). Blumer's basic 
assumption was that human beings do not respond to the intrinsic qual­
ities of situations. Rather , they assign meanings to the situations 
and respond in terms of those meanings. Further, when two people inter­
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act, each influences the behavior of the other. The interaction itself 
exerts influence and creates new sets of behavior shaped by the inter­
pretation of both parties in the interaction. Thus the reciprocity of 
the original definition of interaction emerges.
Zeigler and Jennings' study (1974:192-193) found a strong associ­
ation between rate of interaction and level of opposition; the more 
frequent the interaction, the greater the opposition. They go on to say 
that in the board-superintendent exchange, as in other forms of human 
interaction, the heavy-handed approach is not an efficient persuasion 
technique.
"Homans' (1950) interaction theory tells us that activities, 
interactions, and sentiments are mutually dependent on one another.
Homans said (1961:35):
We use interaction when we are not interested 
for the moment in the particular sort of behavior 
emitted - whether it is an activity or a sentiment, 
or a particular kind of activity or sentiment - but 
simply in the fact that the behavior, whatever it 
may be otherwise, is at least social.
Men perform many activities, like fishing, that 
are rewarded by the non-human environment; but 
when an activity (or sentiment) emitted by one 
man is rewarded (or punished) by an activity 
emitted by another man, regardless of the kinds 
of activity each emits, we say that two have 
interacted. We are especially apt to use this
word when we are interested in the number of
social contacts a man has with a second person 
compared with the number he has with a third.
Frequency of interaction would increase interpersonal attraction.
Leadership was defined by Homans in terms of the origination of inter­
action. Thus, effective leader behavior is based on a continuous 
cycle of interaction which leads to sentiments of liking which express­
es itself in new activities which in turn results in renewed inter­
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action.
Homans' (1950) postulated a mutual dependence between sentiment 
and activity; between activity and interaction; and between interaction 
and sentiment. As interaction increases, new norms and shared frames 
or reference develop which generate new activities neither suggested 
nor sanctioned by the organizational environment.
Activity
Interaction Sentiment
Figure 2
The Mutual Dependence of Activity, Interaction, and Sentiment
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Garman (1982:39) said, "It is important to understand that con­
flict is resolved only when the parties agree that it is resolved. 
Mutual agreement of the parties, therefore, is essential to a defini­
tion of "resolution of conflict."
Garman (1982:40) has formulated five different approaches to con­
flict situations. Each is not only a unique approach, but also each 
has a different consequence or impact and each is appropriate in 
various conflict situations.
Men confronted with conflict, members of school boards must 
weight two different kinds of values in formulating their position on 
the issue. One of these values is, "Where do I, as an individual, 
stand on the issue? What outcome to the conflict do I prefer, and how 
strongly do I feel about it?"
Another value which must be weighed by board members is that of 
the integrity, harmony, and cohesiveness of the board as a group.
"How will working relationships, trust levels, communications, and 
feeling be affected if I push for my position? What is my responsi­
bility for maintaining board unity in the conflict?"
These two value dimensions - the board member's concern for his 
or her own position, and the individual board member's concern for 
board unity on the issue— provide a framework for identifying the five 
different approaches to conflict mentioned above and illustrated 
below.
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Figure 3
Concern for Individual Goals and Positions
Getzels and Guba researched role-personality conflict and in 
Gross et. al. (1964:282) they said that the analysis "of the effective 
handling of role conflict might well be pushed forward within the 
three-concepts involved in these conditions: The choice of major role, 
the congruence of needs and expectations, and the legitimacy of expec­
tations within the situation."
A major role is the one to which the actor commits himself at the 
point of decision-making in a role conflict. They view the decision 
as a function of (1) the role "that is most compatible with his needs" 
(congruence of needs and expectations): "If the individual chooses as
his major role the one that is also the legitimate role in the situa­
tion he is less likely to be affected by conflicts or the threat of 
sanctions than when he chooses some alternate role " (from Getzels 
and Guba 1954 in Gross, et. al. 1964:282).
Getzels and Guba stress that the legitimacy of expectations and
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the congruency between personalistic needs and expectations may be the 
crucial dimensions affecting the resolution of the dilemma, that is, 
which role is selected as the major one.
Getzels and Guba said (Gross, et. al. 1964:283):
Theoretically, an individual in a role conflict 
situation may resolve the conflict— always omitting 
the possibility of changing the situation or with­
drawing from it entirely - either by compromise or 
exclusion. He may attempt to stand midway between 
the conflicting roles giving equal due to both roles, 
shifting from one to another as he believes the 
occasion demands, or he may choose one role as his 
significant frame of reference and assimilate all 
other roles in the situation to it. In actual 
practice it would seem that the situation at Air 
University - and one may well wonder whether this 
is not general to most situations— establishes the 
latter alternative as the one more likely to find 
acceptance. There seems to be a major role to 
which one must commit himself in order to deter­
mine his action at choice points, despite contrary 
expectations attaching to other roles he may 
simultaneously occupy.
The Getzels-Guba approach assumes that role conflicts occur only 
when an actor simultaneously occupies multiple positions to which are 
attached conflicting expectations.
When an actor perceives his exposure to a role conflict situation 
in which there are two incompatible expectations, A and B, there are 
four alternative behaviors available by means of which he can resolve 
the conflict, in the sense of making a decision. The actor may: (1)
conform to expectation A, (2) conform to expectation B, (3) perform 
some compromise behavior which represents an attempt to conform in 
part to both expectations, or (4) attempt to avoid conforming to either 
of the expectations (Gross, et. al. 1964:284).
Getzels-Guba observed that the social organization was best
served when the manager or administrator maintained rationality.
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Getzels (1958:15) defined administration:
structurally, as the hierarchy of subordinate- 
superordinate relationships within a social system.
functionally, this hierarchy of relationship is the 
locus for allocating and integrating roles and 
facilities in order to achieve the goals of the 
social system.
in these relationships that the assignment of 
statuses, the provision for facilities, the 
organization of procedures, the regulation of 
activity, and the evaluation of performance 
takes place.
(these) functions are the responsibility of the 
superordinate member of the hierarchy, but each 
function becomes effective only insofar as it 
"takes" with subordinate members. It is in this 
circumstance that the administration always 
operates in an interpersonal or, social relation­
ship that makes the nature of this relationship 
the crucial factor in the administrative process.
The administrative claim to obedience - or perhaps better here, to 
cooperation - ideally finds its roots in the third source of legitimate 
authority: Rationality. He has the technical training and the compe­
tence to allocate and integrate the roles, personnel, and facilities 
required for attaining the goals of the system.
Getzels (1958:162) said that role-personality, role, and person­
ality conflicts represent incongruence in the nomothetic dimension, in 
the idiographic dimension, or in the interaction between the two dimen­
sions. Such incongruence is symptomatic of administrative failure and 
leads to loss in individual and institutional productivity.
Campbell, et. al. (1975:211) suggested that the influence of the 
superintendent with his board is dependent on both the person and the 
situation. They elaborated further:
If the superintendent has a program, if he 
is sensitive to the reception of that program 
by the board, and if he adopts modes of behavior
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acceptable to his board he may wield great 
influence. On the other hand, if the board 
is dominated by the whims of one person or 
if the board is split into warring factions, 
each more interested in victory over the other 
than in the merits of an educational recommen­
dation, the superintendent will be little more 
than a figurehead.
Goldhammer (1964:67) said:
"Conflict in social situations arises when there 
are incongruous expectations for behavior on the 
part of different individuals, or when the behavior 
of individuals in social situations is outside the 
norms or standards set for them in those situations.
School board members will not always find it compat­
ible with their own expectations for their behavior 
to conform to either the policies established by 
their predecessors or the principles of school board 
realtionships which arise out of the experience, 
research and reflection of the educational profession.
School board members may sometimes resent any limit- 
tations which are imposed upon their legal authority 
even at the expense of harmony within the schools."
Campbell, et. al. (1975:212-213) summarized the findings by the 
Midwest Administration Center in Chicago in 1959 in which four super­
intendents agreed to be observed a half day per week over a period of 
about six months. In all, the four superintendents were observed to 
have 771 interactions with one or more people having to do with 
- problems of school operation.
The superintendents were found to interact 17 percent of the time 
with a wide variety of community groups; three percent with profes­
sional groups and individuals; 12 percent with the school board; and 
68 percent with members of the school organization.
In analyzing the purposes of these interactions between the super­
intendent and others, fourteen percent dealt with instructional pro­
grams; fourteen percent accounted for personnel matters; seventeen per­
cent with staff personnel matters; nineteen percent with school plant
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problems| twelve percent pertained to finance and business management; 
eight percent human relations; and sixteen percent were classified as 
miscellaneous, (e.g., social amenities, personal, etc.).
The 771 interactions suggest something about the range of topics 
and the variety of people with whom superintendents are called upon to 
interact as they work at the job of directing a school system.
Who rules in American communities? Polsby (1963:136) stated:
Rulership, according to pluralist theory is often character­
ized by
(1) relatively wide sharing of powers among 
leaders specialized to one or a few issue- 
areas, calling upon many different resources 
and techniques for applying resources to 
influencing outcomes,
(2) constraints upon decision-making applied by 
nonelites and by elites themselves,
(3) conditions of all kinds imposed by impersonal 
outside forces, and
(4) uncertainty about the distribution of payoffs 
of political actions.
Polsby wrote of three kinds of events which could be considered as, 
in some sense, indices of success:
1) when an actor initiates some community policy, 
meets with no opposition, and it is enacted;
2) when an actor prevents the policy of some other 
actor from being enacted;
3) when an actor initiates a policy, meets with 
opposition, and the policy is enacted.
Polsby (1963:137) stated:
Resources and skill and diligence in exploiting them 
are three conditions which make for success in influ­
encing community decisions. A fourth: ability to
choose goals that do not strain the compliance of 
others in the system. A fifth condition of successful 
participation is closely related to the fourth:
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ability to choose goals that do not strain the 
compliance of others in the system. A fifth 
condition of successful participation is closely 
related to the fourth: capacity to form coalitions
with other participants in order to achieve one's 
goals. This entails choosing goals which do not 
preclude the possibility of joining with others; 
hence certain limits on the preferences of actors 
are implied in this condition as in the fourth.
This condition for success also imposes a limitation 
on the strategies available to actors for achieving 
their goals. In order to successfully form 
coalitions with others, it is necessary to pursue 
courses of action which do not conflict with 
potential allies.
Bidwell's Basic Assumptions
To set the framework for the study on conflict between school board 
and superintendent, Bidwell's (1965:973-974) assumptions concerning the 
nature of schools as organizations have been used. They were:
1. It is assumed that schools are client-serving 
organizations. The central goal of schools is 
to prepare students for adulthood.
2. It is assumed that the role structure of a school 
system contains a fundamental dichotomy between 
students and staff roles.
The student role is a recruitment role.
Young persons are compelled to enter school.
The central activities of socializing for 
adulthood are not directly relevant to the 
immediate interests of their lives.
The staff role is an achievement role.
Staff enter their roles voluntarily. This 
is done on the basis of past performance.
There are two chief categories, teacher and 
administrator. These roles are profession­
alized.
3. It is assumed that school systems are to some 
degree bureaucratic. They have the following 
characteristics:
a. functional division of labor; teacher,
clerk, administrator
b. definition of staff roles as officers, 
tenure,
c. a hierarchy, and
d. rules of procedure
Gross (1958:64) commented that a systematic study of the school as 
an organization had yet to be made. Bidwell (1965:972) reiterated 
Gross' comment as being true when he reviewed the sociological litera­
ture on education from 1945 to 1955. Bidwell went on to say: "Few 
students of organizations have turned their attention to schools, and 
few students of schools have been sensitive to their organizational 
attributes." As a result of this, the empirical literature is fragmen­
tary and discontinuous.
Bidwell (1965:996) established a base for the present study. He
said:
"Evidence concerning the most significant aspect of 
relations among school officers and boards, their 
actual patterns of interaction, is presently lacking."
Further, Bidwell (1965:996) said with regard to school-board-superin -
tendent relations:
"There is nothing concerning the frequency or nature 
of observed conflicts or strategies employed to 
resolve them . . . "
To that end, the present study sought to identify conflicts that
impinged on the relationship between the superintendent and the school
board member. Through the identification of the nature and frequency
of these conflicts; the study employed means of identifying strategies
employed by both groups for resolution of conflicts.
Bidwell (1965:1001) suggested that studies should attend to those
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situations in which board and superintendents differed in their 
attitudes toward the responsibilities of their positions, since such 
situations would not only characterize significant number of school 
systems, but also reveal important sources of strain and conflict 
inherent in school-system structures.
Bidwell (1965:1016) concluded; "It should be noted that school 
boards are powerful antagonists, especially in view of their legal and 
traditional status, fiscal authority, and local community support. 
Consequently, the outcomes of these strategies may be rather unstable, 
and board-superintendent relations more often than not in an uneasy 
equilibrium."
"In time of crisis school board members are frequently told that 
the community looks to them to uphold those basic values of the commu­
nity with which professional personnel are believed to disagree" 
(Goldhammer 1964:12).
"Closely related to the previous expectation is the anticipation 
that the school board should maintain a close watch over professionals 
to see if their actions are contrary to the public interest or if their 
values are incompatible with the dominant values of the society or 
community" (Goldhammer 1964:13).
"When the power is highly concentrated, there tends to be a great 
deal of community stability, and leaders in almost all social functions 
tend to be related in some way to the power structure of the community. 
Where the power is more diffuse and where there may be various groups 
or individuals vying for positions of influence within the community, 
there is likely to be more conflict, and the leaders of various social 
functions may well represent different power concentrations within the
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community" (Goldhammer 1964:20).
One of the tasks of the school board is to see that the type of 
education desired by the community is provided in the school system. The 
achievement of this task requires that school board members, as their 
elected representatives, must deal directly with community members. 
Community members then, may be thought of as a counter position with the 
incumbents of which school board members must deal directly in carrying 
out their formally prescribed tasks. The primary tasks of superinten­
dent are to administer and supervise the physical and human resourse 
involved in the internal functioning of the school system so that he 
need not deal directly with community members, even though, in carrying 
out subsidiary function, such as public relations, he may (Gross, et. 
al. 1958:99-101).
Where the school board and the superintendent jointly and 
accurately reflect the values and expectations of the community they 
serve, the superintendent often is dominant. This seems to be related 
to the degree of consensus in the community on education issues and the 
sensitivity of the superintendent to those issues. If the superinten­
dent begins to vary from the community’s values and expectations, 
however, research indicates that controversy will arise and the board 
will become dominant (Salmon 1982:30).
Along with this,if the superintendent is perceived within the
community as being competent, dedicated, and in compliance with the
community's values, this view gives him a strong political base and
makes him a potent force for the board to deal with (Salmon 1982:30).
". . .the evidence suggests that the public has 
very low levels of knowledge about education and 
that the gap between the knowledge bases of the
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public and the professional educator has been used 
by educators to exclude the public from participation 
in educational decisions. The most widely held 
explanations for this gap are that the public (1) 
has little access to information; (2) little ability 
to interpret what information is available; (3) little 
motivation to make use of information; and (4) insuf­
ficient leisure time to devote to educational affairs 
(Mann 1975:10).
To explain the actions of the greater society (community), Lutz 
and Iannaccone (in Caldwell 1983:6-7) proposed a "Dissatisfaction 
Theory of Democratic Control." Briefly, they said that when school 
board decisions are not attuned to the values of the culture, citizen 
dissatisfaction results and eventually community-board conflict. 
Caldwell contended that this theory has been empirically supported in 
incumbent school board member defeat research in which the citizenry 
reacts to the board conflict by changing key school district leadership 
through elections and hence redirects the system toward equilibrium.
Summary
According to recent studies, school boards in the U.S. were found 
to be clearly comprised of white males. The relationship between the 
school board and superintendent continued to be strained due to 
internal and external issues. State and national mandates, school 
reform, "role and expectation" definitions, special interest represen­
tation, and many other crucial issues impinged on this close working 
relationship. Writers and researchers distinguished between "management 
of conflict" and "resolution of conflict". The jury was still out on 
these concepts on "conflict". The literature was explored and relevant 
studies were reviewed which addressed this study of conflict between 
school boards and superintendents. The review of the literature 
yielded ways to resolve and/or manage conflict. Bidwell's basic
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assumptions concerning the nature of schools as organizations was shown 
to be applicable to the school board/superintendent relationship.
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CHAPTER 3 
Research Design
The purpose of this study was to examine the different perceptions 
of school board members and superintendents regarding the frequency and 
nature of conflict between them and the strategies each responsive 
group employs to resolve conflict. It was necessary to develop instru­
ments capable of identifying the different kinds of issues that impinge 
on the relationship and the strategies that these reference groups 
utilize in resolving conflict.
Description of the Research Design
Descriptive research techniques were employed for this study which
involved conflict issues and resolution of conflict. Best (1970:116)
defined descriptive research as:
"describes and interprets what is. It is concerned 
with conditions or relationships that exist; practices 
that prevail; beliefs, points of view, or attitudes 
that are held; processes that are going on; effects 
that are being felt; or trends that are developing."
In order to identify the conflict issues that impinge on the 
relationship between the school board and the superintendent, and, to 
explore the means of identifying strategies utilized to resolve con­
flict issues; an extensive survey of the literature was conducted. 
Bidwell's three basic assumptions concerning the nature of schools as 
organizations were selected to establish the framework for the study. 
Bidwell's three basic assumptions were:
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1. It is assumed that schools are client-serving 
organizations and their goal is preparing 
students for adulthood.
2. It is assumed that the role structure of a 
school system contains a fundamental dichotomy 
between student and staff roles.
3. It is assumed that school systems are to some 
degree bureaucratic. (Bidwell 1965:973-974).
The use of questionnaires provided the means by which to gather the 
information from the subjects of the study relating to the seven 
research questions:
1. What are the issues that cause conflict?
2. How frequently do issues occur or recur that 
cause conflict?
3. To what extent are conflicts not related to 
school issues?
4. What strategies are employed to resolve conflict?
5. Are there differences in the nature of conflict 
situations according to the size of the school 
district ?
6. What other reasons exist in the nature of conflict 
between school boards and superintendents?
7. What strategies are employed to create non­
conflict patterns?
Selection of the Study Sample
The population for this study consisted of the 107 school board 
members and the 17 superintendents whose districts correspond to the
17 counties in the state of Nevada.
The Nevada State School Boards Association supplied the names, 
addresses, and individual profiles of school board members, superin­
tendents, and members of the State Board of Education as the primary
source of contact for the questionnaire.
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In July, 1986, endorsement was received for this study from the 
Nevada School Boards Association and from the superintendents 
(Appendix C.). The objective was to increase the acceptability of and 
response to the study by each responsive group. Endorsement of the 
study was received in August, 1986, by letter from the Nevada School 
Boards Association (Appendix C.) and by telephone from the Nevada 
Association of School Administrators president.
Questionnaire Development
Two questionnaires were developed, one for school board members 
and one for the superintendents. (See Appendices D. and E.) The 
literature was reviewed to identify studies in the area of conflict in 
order to find existing questionnaires which could be used in this 
study. Two main sources were located which provided a good foundation 
for two parts of the questionnaire developed for this study. In a 
dissertation titled, The Politics of Superintendent-School Board 
Linkages: A Study of Power, Participation, and Control by Joseph T.
Hentges (1984), the first two parts of the questionnaire were appro­
priate in providing the demographic data necessary for the study. The 
second source was provided by Keats Garman's (1982), Conflict: Alter­
natives to Blowing a Fuse, Keys to School Boardsmanship. This source 
provided a questionnaire addressing strategies for managing conflict. 
Permission was requested of the National School Boards Association, Dr. 
Keats Garman, and Dr. Joseph T. Hentges to use the referenced materials 
in the questionnaires.
Part one of the questionnaire, Personal Characteristics sought to 
obtain similar personal information from each respondent relative to 
the group.
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In part two, General Information, school board members were asked 
about existing conditions in the district leading up to their election 
to the school board as well as their personal motivation to be on the 
school board. Superintendents were asked to provide background infor­
mation and some statistics relative to turnover in the school board,
I
school bond elections, and superintendent turnover in the district.
Parts three, four, five, and six of the questionnaires were 
developed the same for both responsive groups.
In part three, School Board— Superintendent Conflict, a listing of 
seventy-one issues that cause, conflict was compiled for possible inclu­
sion in the questionnaire. Issues were selected from readings, news­
paper accounts, and knowledge of issues dealt with in schools in the 
state of Nevada. This listing was narrowed down to sixty-two after 
consultation with the doctoral committee advisor. The listing of sixty- 
two issues was prepared for a validation among ten superintendents in 
California, Arizona, Montana, and Wisconsin. In May, 1986, a letter 
and the 62 items were mailed out to the superintendents. The subsequent 
return revealed that of the sixty-two issues, superintendents 
identified 35 as being viable issues that cause conflict.
Part four, Other Causes of Conflict was developed in consultation 
with the members of the doctoral committee.
Part five, Strategies for Resolution of Conflict was taken directly 
from the work of Keats Garman (1982) as developed through the auspices 
of school boards in the northwest region of the United States.
Part six, Strategies to Prevent Conflict was compiled from the 
literature on school board/superintendent relationships. The literature 
provided an extensive survey of strategies that could be used by both 
groups to prevent, manage, and/or resolve conflict.
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Validation and Field Testing
Intitial drafts of the school board questionnnaire and the super­
intendent questionnaire reflected an exhorbitant number of response 
items. The school board questionnaire contained 186 items and the 
superintendent questionnaire contained 165 items. Submission of the 
drafts for review and feedback to the director of the research and 
development department of the local school district resulted in a major 
revision of the questionnaire in 1) reduction in the number of items,
2) revision of questionnaire headings, 3) rewording of directions, and
4) formatting of response matrixes. The final draft was prepared which 
reflected a total of 115 response items for a field test among school 
board members and superintendents in Arizona, California, Colorado,
New Mexico, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Washington,and Wisconsin. In July, 
1986 both survey instruments were subjected to field-testing and 
evaluation by twenty-six superintendents and twenty-one school board 
presidents from the states mentioned above. Participants were asked 
to identify ways of improving the instrument; to critically evaluate 
ambiguous, unanswerable, and/or poorly worded questions; to specify 
changes or make suggestions; and, to indicate the amount of time taken 
to complete the questionnaire.
The feedback from the field-testing of the two questionnaires was 
incorporated into the final draft. Final modifications were made based 
on input from school board members, superintendents, the doctoral 
committee, and the Research and Development department of the local 
school district.
Data Collection Procedures
Each participant in the sample received a questionnaire packet
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consisting of the following materials:
1. A cover letter from the researcher explaining 
the purpose and importance of the study and 
requesting their cooperation with the study.
2. A questionnaire. (Separate forms of the 
questionnaire were sent to superintendents 
and to school board members in Nevada).
3. A self-addressed, stamped reply envelope for 
the return of the completed questionnaire.
The packets were mailed on Auguest 15, 1986. A post card reminder 
(Appendix F.) was mailed to non-respondents on August 31, 1986. Non­
respondents who missed the September 12, 1986 deadline for submission 
of the questionnaire were mailed a second packet including another 
copy of the questionnaire on September 15, 1986. Telephone calls to 
the executive director, Nevada Association of School Administrators 
were initiated to enlist their cooperation in increasing the responses 
from the outlying districts in the state. A follow-up letter was sent 
to the executive director of the Nevada Association of School Boards.
Treatment of the Data
The data obtained through the use of the questionnaires were 
tallied for each response within the context of each section of the 
questionnaire for the school board members and superintendents. The 
data were analyzed, summarized, and presented in tabular as well as 
narrative form.
Part one of the questionnaire provided individual profiles of 
the two respondent groups.
Part two of the superintendent questionnaire provided data 
relative to school board member incumbency, school bond elections, and 
superintendent turnover. The school board questionnaire provided data
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relative to individual board member election, community involvement 
and influence, and political underpinning.
Part three of the questionnaire addressed the issues that cause 
conflict. Analysis of responses answered research question number one: 
What are the issues that cause conflict? The second part of this 
section asked respondents to weight each conflict issue according to 
the degree of concern/importance with which it occurred. Analysis of 
responses answered research question two: How frequently do issues
occur or recur that cause conflict?
Research question three read: To what extent are conflicts not
related to school issues? Once again, part three of the questionnaire 
addressed some of the non-school issues and the analysis of responses 
identified those conflict issues which affected the relationship 
between the school board and the superintendent.
Part four of the questionnaire was specifically designed to 
respond to research question six: What other reasons exist in the
nature of conflict between school boards and superintendents? Analysis 
of responses provided data relative to this research question.
Part five of the questionnaire provided the means to respond to 
research question four. What strategies are employed to resolve con­
flict? Analysis of responses provided a profile of each respondent 
group as to how they approach the management/resolution of conflict.
Part six of the questionnaire provided a series of items address­
ing strategies to prevent conflict. This section was designed to 
respond to research question seven: What strategies are employed to
create non-conflict patterns? Analysis of responses provided data 
relative to this research question.
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Research question five read: Are there differences in the nature
of conflict situations according to the size of the school district? 
School district size in the state of Nevada ranged from urban to rural. 
Data analysis was conducted to reflect the differences in the responses 
according to school district size. Parts three and four of the ques­
tionnaire were analyzed to take into consideration these differences in 
school district size. Analysis of responses provided data relative to 
this research question.
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CHAPTER 4 
Research Findings 
Introduction
The purpose of the study was to investigate conflict which affected 
the relationship between the superintendent and school board. Through 
identification of the nature of conflict issues and frequency; the study 
examined means of identifying strategies employed by the superintendent 
and school board to resolve those conflicts.
Chapter 4 contained analysis of data obtained through a superin­
tendent and school board questionnaire (Appendices D and E ) mailed 
to the 17 Nevada superintendents and 107 school board members. Data 
derived from the questionnaires were analyzed, summarized, and pre­
sented in tabular as well as narrative form. Tables were prepared to 
report raw data.
Source of Data
The data presented in Chapter 4 have been based on responses to 
two questionnaires consisting of 100 questions for superintendents and 
102 questions for school board members. The questionnaires were mailed 
to 17 County school superintendents and 107 school board members in the 
state of Nevada. Questionnaires were returned by all 17 superinten­
dents, or 100 percent and by 82 school board members, or 76.6 percent 
of the total sample. A summary of questionnaire returns has been 
presented in Table 1.
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Table 1
Frequency Distribution of Questionnaires 
Returned by Nevada Superintendents 
and School Board Members
Respondents
Number
Sampled
Number
Responded
Percent
Responded
Superintendents 17 17 100.0
School Board Members 107 82 76.6
Demographic data were obtained from responses of Nevada county 
school superintendents and school board members regarding 1) sex, 2) age 
group, 3) ethnic origin, 4) marital status, 5) number of children,
6) children attending school, 7) political affiliation, 8) years lived 
in community, and 9) educational level attained. School board members 
responded to two additional questions: 1) occupation and 2) combined
family income.
A summary of demographic data has been presented in Table 2 for 
superintendents and in Table 3 for school board members.
100
Table 2
Superintendent Profile: 
Personal Characteristics
Descriptor Response Descriptor Response
Children
Sex % Attending School %
Male 100.0 Yes 35.3
Female 0 No 64.7
Age Group % Political Preference %
20 - 29 0 Independent 11.8
30 - 39 5.9 Democrat 52.9
40 - 49 29.4 Republican 35.3
50 - 59 58.8
60 + 5.9
Ethnicity % Years in Community %
White 94.1 1 - 3 11.8
Hispanic 5.9 4 - 6 23.5
Other 0.0 7 - 9  
10 - 12
5.9
17.6
13 - 15 5.9Marital Status % 16 - 20 0.0
Single 0.0 21 + 35. 3
Married 94.1
Divorced/Separated 0.0 Education %
Widowed 5.9
Bachelor's Degree 
Master's Degree
0.0
47.1
Children % Doctorate Degree 
Professional Degree
41.1
0 0.0 (Law, Medicine) 0.0
1 - 2 23.5 Specialist Degree 5.9
3 - 4 64.7 Other ABD* 5.9
5 + 11.8
*A11 But Dissertation
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The data showed that 94.1 percent of the superintendents in the 
state of Nevada were white, male (100%), and married (94.1%) with three 
to four children (64.7%). Superintendents were in the 50-59 year old 
age group (58.8%) and the 40-49 year age group (29.4%). Slightly more 
than one-third of superintendents' children (35.3%) were attending 
public or private schools. Years lived in the present community were 
arranged in seven categories: one to three lived in the community;
four to six years; seven to nine years; ten to twelve years; thirteen 
to fifteen years; sixteen to twenty years, and twenty-one or more 
years in the community. The category four to six years had a 23.5 
percent response; 10 to 12 years (17.6%); and one to three years 
(11.8%).
Politically, over one-half of the superintendents (52.9%) were 
Democrat; over one-third designated Republican (35.3%); and 11.8 per­
cent said Independent.
The education profile of superintendents revealed that 41.1 per­
cent had earned doctorates and 47.1 percent had earned their Master's 
degrees. One respondent indicated all course work completed toward a 
doctorate degree with the dissertation to be completed and one 
respondent held a Specialist degree.
Superintendents responded to four questions about their superin­
tendencies: Table 3 provided data summarizing those responses.
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Table 3
Superintendency
Descriptor Response Descriptor Response
Hired % Superintendent %
Positions Held
from within the 1 70.6
district 47.1 2 23.5
4 5.9
from outside the
district 52.9 At This Assignment %
Years a Superintendent % 1 - 3 23.5
4 - 6 29.4
1 - 3 17.6 7 - 9 5.9
4 - 6 17.6 10 - 12 17.6
7 - 9 5.9 13 - 15 5.9
10 - 12 23.5 16 - 20 11.8
13 - 15 5.9 21 + 5.8
16 - 20 23.5
21 + 5.9
Over half of the superintendents were hired from outside the
district (52.9%). Twelve (70.6%) of the superintendents have held one
superintendency position that being the present one; 23.5% have held 
two; one superintendent reported four superintendencies.
Longevity as a superintendent was elicited through seven categories. 
Longevity as superintendent was evenly distributed among four catego­
ries, 1-3 and 4-6 years (17.6%) and 10-12 and 16-20 years (23.5%).
There was one respondent for each of the 7-9, 13-15, and 21 or more 
years categories.
The length of time spent in their present assignment indicated that 
10 superintendents (58.8%) have been at this assignment for from one to 
nine years. Seven superintendents (41.2%) have served for 10 years.
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Table 4
School Board Member Profile: 
Personal Characteristics
Descriptor Response Descriptor Response
Sex 2 Political Preference °7/o
Male 62.2 Independent .6.1
Female 37.8 Democrat 37.8
Republican 52.4
Age Group 2 Other 1.2
No Response 2.4
20 - 29 0.0
30 - 39 22.0 Years in Community %
40 - 49 36.6
50 - 59 23.2 1 - 3 1.2
60 + 17.1 4 - 6 6.1
No Response 1.2 7 - 9 9.8
10 - 12 12.2
Ethnicity 2 13 - 15 9.8
16 - 20 9.8
White 92.7 21 + 48.8
Hispanic 2.4 No Response 2.4
Black 2.4
Native American 1.2 Education 2
No Response 1.2
Completed Elementary 2.4
Marital Status 2 High School Graduate 14.6
Some College 29.3
Single 4.9 College Graduate 24.4
Married 91.5 Master's Degree 13.4
Divorced/Separated 0.0 Doctorate Degree 3.7
Widowed 2.4 Professional Degree 6.1
No Response 1.2 Technical/Trade School 3.7
No Response 2.4
Number of Children 2
Occupations 2
0 4.9 (Category)
1 - 2 31.7
3 - 4 46.3 Professional/Technical 22.0
5 + 14.6 Manager/Proprietor 24.4
No Response 2.4 Farmer/Rancher 9.8
Clerical/Sales 3.7
Children Attending School 1 Craftsman/Foreman 1.2
Operative/Skilled Worker,
Yes 47.6 Artisan 3.7
No 51.2 Service Worker/Laborer 4.9
No Response 1.2 Homemaker 9.8
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Table 4 
(Continued)
Descriptor Response Descriptor Response
Occupations % Combined Familv Income %
(Category)
Under $15,000.00 3.7
Retiree 13.4 $15,000 - $19,999 7.3
No Response 7.3 $20,000 - $29,999 9.8
$30,000 - $39,999 9.8
$40,000 - $49,999 29.3
$50,000 - $74,999 17.1
$75,000 or more 13.4
No Response 9.8
The data showed that 92.7 percent of the school board menbers in
the state of Nevada were white, male (62.2%), and married (91.5%) with 
three to four children (46.3%) of which 47.6 percent were attending 
public or private school.
Age groups were categorized a c c o r d i n g l y :  20-29; 30-39; 40-49;
50-59; and 60 or more. School board member responses were evenly dis­
tributed among 30-39 (22%); 40-49 (36.6%); 50-59 (23.2%); and 60 or more 
(17.1%).
Nearly half of all school board respondents reported having lived 
in -their present community twenty-one or more years (48.8%). The ten to 
twelve year category showed 12.2 percent of the respondents.
Over one-half of the school board members were affiliated with the 
Republican party (52.4%); 37.8 percent were Democrat. The opposite was 
true of Nevada Superintendents (see Table 2).
The education profile of school board members revealed that 95.2 
percent had completed high school and 47.6 percent were college gradu-
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ates and 23.2 percent had earned post-graduate degrees.
Slightly under 50 percent of respondents reported holding profes­
sional or managerial positions (46.4%). Farmer/rancher and homemaker 
categories combined showed a 19.6 percent representation while retirees 
serving on the board were 13.4 percent.
Nearly a third of school board respondents earned between $40,000- 
$49,999 in combined family income category. Another one-third earned 
from under $15,000 to $39,999. Over 40 percent earned $50,000 or more 
per year.
Superintendents were asked to respond to a General Information 
section related to school board member elections, school district 
referenda issues, bond issues, and superintendent turnover in their 
districts. Tables 5, 6, and 7 provided data summarized for responses 
to these questions.
Table 5
Estimated Frequency Distribution of Incumbent 
Board Members Who Were Defeated Or 
Did Not Seek Re-election Statewide
No. of Incumbents No. of Incumbents 
Defeated Not Seeking
Re-election
No. Zero N/R No. Zero N/S
Last election 2 9 6 19 1 3
Two elections ago 3 6 8 18 2 5
Three elections ago 1 7 9 13 2 7
Totals 6 22 23 50 5 15
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Superintendents were asked that for each of three election periods 
to indicate the number of incumbents who were either defeated or who 
chose not to seek re-election. In the category of "last election" 
statewide two incumbents were defeated while nineteen incumbents chose 
not to seek re-election. The category "two elections ago" showed three 
incumbents defeated and eighteen incumbents not seeking re-election. 
"Three elections ago" category showed one incumbent defeated while 
thirteen incumbents did not seek re-election. In the three-year period, 
statewide figures showed six incumbents defeated and 50 incumbents who 
did not seek re-election.
Table 6
School District Referenda Issues
On Last Election Bond Issue
Ballot Defeated
(last 3 years)
Yes 0.0% 23.5%
No 100.0% 76.5%
Superintendents were asked that if in the last school board elec­
tion, if there were any school district referenda issues on the ballet, 
i.e. tax levies, bond issues, construction. One hundred percent of the 
superintendents responded "no" to this question.
The next question asked was if their district had experienced a 
bond issue or tax levy/referendum defeat in the last three years. Nearly 
one-fourth said that "yes" there had been a bond issue or referendum 
defeat within the last three years. Over 75 percent of the respondents 
said that no bond issue had been defeated in the last three years.
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Table 7
Superintendent Left District Involuntarily
Past three years Past five years
Yes
No
5.9%
94.1%
23.5%
76.5%
Table 7 showed involuntary turnover of superintendents during the 
past three years was at 5.9 percent, meaning that only one superinten­
dent had left his position under those circumstances. When asked about 
involuntary turnover during the past five years nearly one-fourth (23.5 
percent) of the superintendents fell into this category, or 4 superin­
tendents .
School board members were asked a series of questions relative to 
their membership on the school board in the section called General 
Information. The following tables summarized the data produced by those 
questions.
Table 8
Number of Years Served 
as a Board Member
Years %
1 - 3  
4 - 6  
7 - 9
10 -  12
13 - 15
16 - 20
21 +
35.4
39.0
4.9
11.0 
3.7
4.9 
0.0 
1.2No Response
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When asked about the number of years served as a board member, 
74.4 percent of school board members had served from one to six years. 
Eleven percent had served 10 to 12 years on the board. Nearly one- 
fourth had served from 7 to 20 years on the board.
Table 9
Incumbent Candidate 
in Most Recent Election
Yes 54.9%
No 42.7%
No Response 2.4%
Over half of the respondents (54.9%) were the incumbent candidates 
in the last school board election.
Table 10
School Board Member 
Original Membership 
on School Board
I was appointed 29.3%
I was elected 70.7%
School board members' (70.7%) original membership on the board was 
through election rather than appointment. Approximately one-third of 
respondents had been originally appointed to the board of school 
trustees.
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Table 11
School Board Members' Sources 
of Encouragement to Seek Election 
to the School Board
Sources Yes No N/R
Family 61.0 25.6 13.4
Board Members 53.7 34.1 12.2
Superintendent 18.3 59.8 22.0
Other Professional School Personnel 52.4 30.5 17.1
Formal citizens' groups/organizations 31.7 51.2 17.1
Governmental and political figures 14.6 64.6 20.7
Friends and neighbors 82.9 9.8 7.3
Other: 14.6 23.2 62.2
Church
Self
No one filed, I was afraid of who 
would run.
PTA
I just want(ed) to 
Personal feelings 
Parents
Community service 
Business associates
I wanted to help the school district
Friends and neighbors (82.9%) were the most influential in encour­
aging school board members to run for the school board. Family (61.0%), 
board members (53.7%), and other professional school personnel (52.4%) 
were also main sources of encouragement to individuals to seek board 
membership. Governmental and political figures (14.6%) were not as 
influential, nor were sources listed under the category of "Other", such 
as, the church, self, and P.T.A. Superintendents had little influence 
(18.3%) along with governmental and political figures on individuals 
to run for the school board.
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Table 12
School Board Member's Reason 
for Seeking Board Membership
Reason % *
Motivated by civic duty 63.4
Motivated by a desire to obtain political experience 4.9
Motivated to represent a particular group 3.7
No Response 1.2
Other: 29.3
Provide best education possible for my children
Desire to improve school
To improve curriculum
Interest in children's education
Resolve board/teacher animosity
Concerned about the education of students
Upgrade quality of education
High interest in school involvement
I wanted to give the kids a fair shake
I want the best for students
My desire to see that our children receive the best 
education possible 
I had an ax to grind
Dedicated to improvement of public education 
Make sure my grandchildren-as representatives of all 
children-receive a good education 
The children of Lander County 
I felt I could do some good for education 
Interest in education of my children 
My interest in a good education for our children 
I had worked in the school for several years in different 
areas and had an interest in the school and of course, 
the children 
Students
I had both the time and qualifications
As an educator of 20 plus years, I care, and I have taught 
in this district 10 years and feel I know its strengths 
and weaknesses 
To help children of Churchill County
Interest in the direction of Public Education in our area 
I was willing to offer my accounting experience toward 
budget concerns and wanted to help kids and education
*Percentages total more than 100 because of multiple responses.
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Motivated by civic duty (63.4%) was the primary reason for seeking 
school board membership. Motivated by a desire to obtain political ex­
perience (4.9%) and to represent a particular group (3.7%) were consid­
ered far less reasons for seeking board membership. Nearly a third of 
the respondents (29.3%) listed various other reasons for wanting to 
become school board members (see Table 12).
Table 13
School Board Member's Participation in Public Affairs 
Prior to Board Membership
Dominant Activity %*
Active in civic/business/professional affairs 30.5
Active in political/governmental affairs 12.2
Active in educational affairs 25.6
Active in more than one of the above 26.8
Not previously active 12.2
^Percentage exceeds 100% due to multiple responses.
School board members (30.5%) described their participation in public 
affairs prior to their initial board membership as being active in civic/ 
business/professional affairs. Active in educational affairs was
I
selected by 25.6 percent of respondents. Respondents (12.2%) said that 
they were active in political/governmental affairs while another 12.2 
percent indicated that they had not been previously active in any of the 
choices. Twenty-six and eight-tenths percent of the respondents indi­
cated that they had been active in more than one of the activities 
listed in the table. Data showed that over 80 percent of school board 
members had participated in public affairs prior to being appointed or 
elected to the school board.
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Table 14
School Board Member's Perceptions About Schools 
and School Governance 
From Other Candidates
Perceptions %
Very different 12.2
Somewhat different 45.1
Not very different 35.4
Not different at all 4.9
No Response 2.4
Respondents were asked: When you were a candidate for school board
for the first time how different were your ideas about schools and 
school governance from those of other candidates? The two response 
choices which showed the highest percentage were the "somewhat different” 
(45.1%) and the "not very different" (35.4%) categories. Respondents 
(12.2%) indicated a "very different" response choice while 4.9 percent 
said "not different at all".
Table 15
School Board Members' Position Taken 
at the Time of Campaign for Election
Campaign Position %
I was an advocate for major change (s) in school district
policies and/or program(s). 36.6*
I was supportive of the present status except for minor
changes I advocated 54.9
I was interested in maintaining the status quo; major
changes were not needed 11.0
No Response 2.4
*Percentage exceeds 100% due to multiple responses.
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Next, respondents were asked to describe their position at the time 
they campaigned for the school board position. Fifty-four and nine 
tenths percent said they were supportive of the present status except for 
minor changes they'd advocate. Thirty-six and six tenths percent said 
they were an advocate for major change(s) in school district policies 
and/or program(s). Eleven percent were interested in maintaining the 
status quo; major changes were not needed.
Data relative to basic support per pupil in Nevada public schools 
was obtained from the Nevada Department of Education for fiscal year 
1985-86. Table 16 summarized the amount of money allotted to each pupil 
by county school district.
Table 16
Nevada Public Schools Basic Support 
Per Pupil Fiscal Year 1985-86
Carson City 
Churchill County 
Clark County 
Douglas County 
Elko County 
Esmeralda County 
Eureka County 
Humboldt County 
Lander County 
Lincoln County 
Lyon County 
Mineral County 
Nye County 
Pershing County 
Storey County 
Washoe County 
White Pine County
$2,461
2,450
2,114
2,168
2,480
3,659
4,582
2,551
2,687
3,890
2,612
2,771
2,454
2,525
3,629
2,097
3,086
Total enrollment data by school district for the 1986-87 school 
year was provided by the Nevada Department of Education. Table 17
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presented the aggregated figures for total student enrollment for each 
Nevada school district.
Table 17
Nevada Public Schools Total Enrollment 
By District - 1986-87 School Year
Carson 5,568
Churchill 3,033
Clark 95,412
Douglas 4,429
Elko 5,003
Esmeralda 78
Eureka 107
Humboldt 2,228
Lander 1,033
Lincoln 874
Lyon 3,351
Mineral 1,168
Nye 2,632
Pershing 709
Storey 280
Washoe 33,721
White Pine 1,425
Total 161,051
For purposes of the study, school districts who participated in 
the study were stratified by the number of students enrolled in each 
district. School district size was addressed in one of the research 
questions. Districts were assigned into one of three size groupings: 
small district (1 - 1,999 students enrolled); medium (2,000 — 5,999 
students enrolled); and large (6,000 - 100,000 students enrolled). 
Table 18 showed the following school districts grouped according 
to student enrollment size.
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Table 18
Nevada School Districts 
According to Size
Grouped
1986-87
School District Student Enrollment
Small
Esmeralda 78
Eureka 107
Storey 280
Pershing 709
Lincoln 874
Lander 1,033
Mineral 1,168
White Pine 1,425
Medium
Humboldt 2,228
Nye 2,632
Churchill 3,033
Lyon 3,351
Douglas 4,429
Elko 5,003
Carson 5,568
Large
Washoe 33,721
Clark 95,412
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Research questions one and three addressed issues that cause con- 
flict. To distinguish between the two, the kinds of issues listed were 
addressed as "school personnel", i.e. students, teachers, community, 
state, or school related issues and "superintendent-school board" or, 
non-school related issues. Table 19 below lists the issues in the two 
categories described above.
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Table 19
Listing of Issues That Cause Conflict 
Between Superintendents and School Boards 
According to Categories of "School Personnel" 
and "Superintendent-School Board Relationships"
School Personnel
Reduction in force (RIF's) and 
budget cutbacks
State funding for education
Student exclusions, expulsions, 
and suspensions from school
Closing of schools for reasons 
of declining enrollments
Collective bargaining with 
employee groups
Rezoning of students to alleviate 
overcrowding
Preparation periods for teachers
Graduation requirements
Impact of community pressure
groups on the school district
Sex education policy and curriculum
Teacher transfer policy
Superintendent-Board Relationship
Communications failure
Performance expectations
Differences over method of 
management
Role and Responsibility of the 
superintendent
Participation in the budget 
building process
Role and responsibility of the 
school board
Sharing information from variety 
of sources
Administrative reorganization
Hidden agendas
Surprise items/information at board 
meetings
Evaluation of the superintendent
Preparation for board meetings
Personality clashes in board
meetings
Value and goal differences
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Research question one stated: What are the issues that cause con­
flict? Twenty-five issues were identified in the superintendent 
questionnaire. Ten of the twenty-five issues were identified as "school 
personnel" related issues, i.e. students, teachers, community, state. 
Fourteen of the 25 issues were related to the "superintendent-school 
board relationship".
A comparison of responses by superintendents and school board 
members showed each responsive group's identification of the issues 
which cause conflict. Table 20 provided data summarizing respondent 
ranking of the issues according to frequency of responses and overall 
percentage for all issues.
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Issues were ordered from the highest frequency to the lowest 
frequency for the school board responses. Superintendent responses were 
matched with school board responses to provide a comparison of the two 
respondent groups as to how each perceived each conflict issue relative 
to importance. Table 21 provided data summarizing this comparison.
Ra
nk
in
g 
of 
Is
su
es
 
Th
at
 
Ca
us
e 
Co
nf
li
ct
 
Be
tw
ee
n 
Su
pe
ri
nt
en
de
nt
s 
an
d 
Sc
ho
ol
 
Bo
ar
d 
Me
mb
er
s 
in 
th
e 
St
at
e 
of
 
Ne
va
da
123
CO4J
ca)TJ
ca)4->
G
• H
U
qj
CO o-
qj 3coCO
Go rC
a 4J
CO • H
a; &
Pi
•XJ
<4-1 QJ
o U
CO
D ,
CJ E
g O
a) CJ
3
cr ,t j
qj c
cO
Pu
CO
o M
4-J CD
• S
0 0 E
G cu
• H a
0 3
U TO
O Ha cOa o
<d
oo♦C
CJ
CO
<4-1O
uQJ
cM
P
CO
CJ
Go>
P
CT0)>h
CH
U
G
CD
3
cr
OJ
u
<U
3<0
co
i-H *<r r-H oo CM CO• • • » • • • •
ov r H «-H uo <r a>CM i—H -3* CO vO CM
o oo
co
00
CO co oCO CM
UO
OO CO uo 00 oo VO o> r - .
• • • • • • • ■
OO VO r-H r** r--- vD CM rH
<r <r CO CO CO CO CO
vOCM
rH CM CO Ml* UO vO
4-J
G
(0 QJ *d
QJ Xi u
U G cd
QJ o
3 4-J JP
O G
4-J CO *H rH
G Jh O
qj UH QJ O
B o CX X
0) P CJ
00 to CO 4-J
CO 4-J G
G QJ QJ QJ QJ
cd •H G x •d
B U O 4J 4J G
cd •H QJ
<4H > 4-J UH U4 4J
O CO O o G
CO B N •H
G d O •H U
cu O o H^ G 4-J 4J QJ
u •H rG UH CO •H •rH CU
p 4-J 4J 00 rH rH G
rH CO a) 5 Vh •H •H CO•H 4-1 E 0 o rO
CO CJ •H 0) «H •H QJ
UH CU 4-J M CO CO X
CX <D CQ G a 4J
CO > E 0) O o
c <u O > CX <x UH
O O •H CO CO o
•H a* CO UH 4-J 0) QJ
4-J u a) G CO u M G
cO G CJ •H U O
cj cd G 4-J X) d •H
•H E QJ 00 CO G G 4J
c M G G •H CO cO CO
p O oj •H G P
UH UH ♦H QJ QJ rH
u uh cd E rH rH CO
o qj •H XJ O O >
CJ p-i Q C/3 < Pi Pi w Va
lu
e 
an
d 
go
al
 
di
ff
er
en
ce
s 
7 
26 
31
.7
 
5 
5 
29
.4
Ta
bl
e 
21
 
(
C
o
n
t
i
n
t
u
e
d
)
124
B'-'S I
CM m UO vO CO 00 o VO 00
• a a a a • • • • • •
rH CO a* cn CO UO iH o rH
CM CM CM CM rH co rH o t-H rH
d
OJT3
dOJ
4-J
d
•rH
QJ
CM
dCO
CJ
d01
dcr
QJH
Ph
dcd03
00
C M
00
CO vo vD CM CM O n*. U0 rH ON
a a « a a a a a • • •
cn U0 uo CO CO CM o o cn U0
CM CM CM CM CM CM CM CM rH r-H iH
T3MCOOPQ
a
d
QJ
d
cr
aj
M
CM
00 r-*rH vO
c
oXO
C/3
d
cdPi
QJ
d03<0
0 0 ov ov O O 1—1 CM CM CO in
r H r H r H r H • H r H iH r H
CO CO CO
00 CO CO
d 00 CO QJ QJ O
•H d cm CJ d cd
4J • r l d O 4J rQ
QJ 4 J o H 4-J
QJ 0) CM d d
£ <u 00 o o
e 00
Td QJ d CO E 4-J
M 'd QJ • H a d QJ
cd Jh >> T3 d i H 0 0
o cd O r H o d X J
x o r H • H u o d
rO cm d 0 0 • H CO
4-J £ X> *h 0 0
cd r H QJ QJ U d ' d
O 4 J H d • H d d
d O r d QJ d o 4-J cd o
o X 4 J 0 0 CO QJ • H
•H CJ • H T3 CO T 3 QJ r v 4-J
4J (0 £5 d CO QJ d B CO cd
cd r Q 4-J M cd Ph CJ
£ . g 0 0 d CM n 3 hH d
d QJ QJ Ph M OS X J
o CO • H XJ £ CJ cd • w * 0)
MH QJ d 4-J QJ 4 J  4-J •H o
d xs • H • H  a r H r Q QJ u
•H CO cd d •H d  - h O a o
cd o o •H d d  m CM H u m h
CO »H cn »H c r S  4-J O o
& CJ cd cd d QJ B  W d MH MH 0 0
QJ r d X J o M O  *H o d
4-J d • H O  n d • r l d • 5 • r l
• r l 4-J OJ a* 4-> d 4-J 0
• H 0 0 > cd o MH r H cd •H d d
0 ) i H cd • H a . • r l o  o u 4-> o d
CO Cd 4-J • r l 4 J o d cd •H m h
•H d d a a cd 4-J J 3 TU H 4J
H o 0 ) 0 ) •H d U  CJ 0 ) cd U QJ
CM CO 0 3 r H 4-J rO cd co CM d 4J
M u T3 r H U cd a X OJ XJ cd
d 0) • H O cd H E Q) u QJ 4-J
CO P -i 3 3 O CH O M C/3 CM Ctf CO
i
Ta
bl
e 
21
 
(
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
)
125
XJ
U
cd
oCQ
o
g0)
3
cr
<D
C*j
O
o-GOC/0 ccd
COeg
vO
r-.
o>
m
v o
i—
c
a*
x j
g
a1
4-J
G
•H
CD
Cl
GCO
CJ
c
CD
3
cr
CD
inPm
rX
G
cd03
CO co
0 \
m
vo
a)3
co
CO
T3
G
toO
G
•H
G
*Hi-4
CJ
CDXJ
cd
CO
Uh
O
CD
4-J
* u cd
CO CD CO •H
G 43 G >
o O o CD
•H cd CO rH
CO I—1 CD cd rH
rH o 4-J CD cd
G o u
Cu43 Jh O
X a o M 4-J
CD CO UH 0
UH COr\ 6 CO 4JCO o X) CO G
G V4 o rH CDO UH •rH O XJ
•H M C G toO
CO CO CD 43 CO 4-J G
G G CX O 4J CO •rHr-H o CO G XJ
CJ •rH G CD Uh >
X CO O UH & 0 0CD G •H O 1—1 JH
CD 4-J i-H toO o
■U 04 cd 00 o G Vj
G CO u G JH •rH <D
CD G cd •iH G G >
xd CO CX CO CD O O
G CD O N4J u r-H CD
CO P-4 a 03
126
The "school personnel" issues that cause conflict between superin­
tendents and school board members were summarized in Table 22 according 
to rank, frequency, and percentages.
Table 22
Ranking of "Superintendent - School Board Personnel"
Issues That Cause Conflict Between 
Superintendents and School Board Members 
According to Frequency and Percentage of Response
School Board Superintendent
School Personnel Issue Rank Frequency- % Rank Frequency %
Collective bargaining with 
employee groups 10 19 23.2 5 5 29.4
Graduation requirements 11 18 22.0 7 3 17.6
Impact of community 
pressure groups 12 17 20.7 4 6 35.3
Sex education policy 
and curriculum 12 17 20.7 8 2 11.8
Reduction in force (RIFs) 
and budget cutbacks 14 14 17.1 7 3 17.6
State funding/education 15 13 15.9 8 2 11.8
Student exclusions, expul­
sions, and suspensions 15 13 15.9 6 4 23.5
Preparation periods for 
teachers 16 12 14.6 7 3 17.6
Closing schools for reasons 
of declining enrollments 17 5 6.1 9 1 5.9
Rezoning students to 
alleviate overcrowding 17 5 6.1 7 3 17.6
Teacher transfer policy 0 0 0.0 0 0 0.0
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Of the eleven "school personnel" issues; "collective bargaining 
with employee groups" ranked the highest with school board members. It 
ranked tenth in the order of importance; with superintendents it ranked 
fifth.
Superintendents ranked "impact of community pressure groups on the 
school district" the highest. They ranked it fourth and the school 
board ranked it twelfth in importance. Overall, "school personnel" 
issues were ranked lower than "superintendent-school board relationship" 
issues as the data showed in Table 22.
For superintendents, "student exclusions, expulsions, and suspen­
sions" were ranked sixth in terms as an issue, while school boards 
ranked it fifteenth.
"Closing schools for reasons of declining enrollment" ranked last 
for both groups. School boards also ranked "rezoning of students" last 
while superintendents ranked "teacher transfer policy" as last.
The "teacher transfer policy" issue had been given importance by 
the superintendent validation sample but not by the school board vali­
dation sample. This issue was included in the questionnaire for super­
intendents, but not for school board members. Response results showed 
that no superintendent considered the "teacher transfer policy" issue 
an issue that caused conflict between the superintendent and the school 
board.
Superintendents (17.6%) gave equal weight to four issues. They 
ranked seventh 1) graduation requirements, 2) reduction in force (RIFs) 
and budget cutbacks, 3) preparation periods, and 4) rezoning to 
alleviate overcrowding. School board members ranked the same issues 
eleventh (22.0%), fourteenth (17.1%), sixteenth (14.6%), and seven-
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teenth (6.1%), respectively.
"State funding for education" issue was ranked fifteenth by school 
boards (15.9%) and eighth by superintendents (11.8%).
The "superintendent-school board relationship" issues that cause 
conflict between superintendents and school board members were summa­
rized in Table 23 according to rank, frequency, and percentage. This 
category of issues addressed research question three: To what extent
are conflicts not related to school issues?
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Table 23
Ranking of "Superintendent - School Board Relationship" 
Issues That Cause Conflict Between 
. Superintendents and School Board Members 
According to .Frequency and Percentage of Response
School Board Superintendent
Superintendent-School Board 
Relationship Rank Frequency % Rank Frequency %
Communications failure 1 40 48.8 2 8 47.1
Performance expectations 2 38 46.3 5 5 29.4
Differences over method 
of management 3 34 41.5 2 8 47.1
Sharing information from 
variety of sources 4 31 37.8 8 2 11.8
Administrative reorganization 4 31 37.8 3 7 41.2
Role and responsibility of 
superintendent 5 30 36.6 4 6 35.3
Role and responsibility of 
school board 6 27 32.9 1 11 64.7
Evaluation of superintendent 7 26 31. 7 5 5 29.4
Value and goal differences 7 26 31.7 5 5 29.4
Surprise items/information 
at board meetings 8 24 29.3 3 7 41.2
Personality clashes in 
school board meetings 9 21 25.6 6 4 23.5
Hidden agendas 9 21 25.6 5 5 29.4
Participation in the budget 
building process 10 19 23.2 6 4 23.5
Preparation for board 
meetings 13 16 19.5 10 0 0.0
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Twelve of the fourteen "superintendent-school board relationship" 
issues were ranked by school board members above "school personnel" 
issues. Superintendents (64.7%) identified the "role and responsibility 
of the school board" as the primary issue that causes conflict between 
the superintendnet and school board. School board members (32.9%) 
identified the same issue but placed the "role and responsibility of 
the superintendent" (36.6%) slightly higher in their area of concern.
School board members (48.8%) identified "communications failure" 
as the primary issue that causes conflict between the two respondent 
groups.
"Communications failure" is the issue that both respondent groups 
agreed was the main cause of conflict between superintendents and 
school board members. School board members ranked it first (48.8%) 
while superintendents ranked it second (47.1%).
School board members ranked "performance expectations" (46.3%) 
second and "differences over method of management" (41.5%) third while 
superintendents ranked "differences over method of management" (47.1%) 
second and "performance expectations" (29.4%) fifth.
The school board said that "sharing information from variety of 
sources" was an issue of import, ranking it fourth, however, superin­
tendents showed significant disagreement on this issue. They ranked it 
eighth (11.8%). This issue ranked only higher than "preparation for 
board meetings" (0.0%) with superintendents.
"Administrative reorganization" was an issue in which both groups 
agreed. School boards (37.8%) ranked it fourth and superintendents 
(41.2%) ranked it third.
Superintendents and school boards agreed that "evaluation of the
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superintendent" and "value and goal differences" are issues that 
cause conflict, however, ranked seventh by school boards and fifth by 
superintendents.
Superintendents (41.2%) identified "surprise items/information at 
board meetings" as an issue of conflict. They ranked it third.
However, school boards (29.3%) ranked the same issue eighth, only 
higher than "personality clashes", "hidden agendas", "participation in 
budget building process", and "preparation at board meetings."
Superintendents gave equal weight to the following issues (29.4%): 
1) performance expectations, 2) evaluation of the superintendent, 3) 
value and goal differences, and 4) hidden agendas.
Overall, "communications failure" was the primary issue identified 
by both groups as causing conflict. Both agreed that "differences over 
method of management" was a second issue of conflict. "Administrative 
reorganization" was an issue that could cause conflict. The "role and 
responsibility of the superintendent" was an issue that both groups 
closely agreed upon, however, the "role and responsibility of the 
school board" was an issue where disagreement was evident. Superinten­
dents identified it as their primary issue while school boards ranked 
it down the list. On the other hand, superintendents identified 
"surprise items/information at board meetings" as a conflict issue 
ranking high on the list while school board members ranked it low.
Other descrepancies between the two groups were evident in the follow­
ing issues: 1) performance expectations, 2) sharing information from
variety of sources, 3) personality clashes in school board meetings,
4) hidden agendas, and 5) participation in the budget building process.
Research question two stated: How frequently do issues occur or
132
recur that cause conflict? Respondents were asked to weight each issue 
they identified to be a conflict issue according to the degree of con­
cern/importance with which it occurred on a scale ranging from very 
high to very low. Each issue derived a frequency degree of concern/ 
importance. Table 24 summarized this degree of concern/importance 
based on the frequency of responses spread over the scale.
Fr
eq
ue
nc
y 
of 
Re
sp
on
se
s 
Ab
ou
t 
Is
su
es
 
Th
at
 
Ca
us
e 
Co
nf
li
ct
 
Be
tw
ee
n 
Su
pe
ri
nt
en
de
nt
s 
an
d 
Sc
ho
ol
 
Bo
ar
d 
Me
mb
er
s 
Ac
co
rd
in
g 
to 
De
gr
ee
 
of 
Co
nc
er
n/
Im
po
rt
an
ce
133
i \
i i
i i
i i
303
3
><U
:z;
3
•H
CO
U
342
B<3s:
-a
mc0
CfQ
OO
X
CJco
>>4^
X
3oco
i—icv
CO
CO
o
r-2
>*p
a;
>
or-J
COVia*
x
c
js*
42
60
•H32
«l
Ua’
>
3
c0
a)3CO
CO
o CO 00 r-* T-1 CO
a a a a a a
o m 00 o CO CO
o CM CO CM 1—1 rH
o CM nO CO ON O
a a • a a a
ln CO o CO i—H oCN f“H CM CM CM CM
O m P-. r-* r- nO
i— I
m ON CO O CO cO
a a a a a a
r-* oo m o i— 1 COCM CM CO CO cO CM
rH CM O N o
rH H^ i—H f-H
m rH m O -d* o
a a a a a a
r- CM CO o <r o
CM *<r CM CO CO
-O’ oo
co
O
o
co
oo
nO
to
CM
n£>
ON
CM
00
m m 0 0
a a a
t- H r-H o
r H *-H CM
CO CO m
in vO uo
a a a
0 0 <r
CO CO CO
o ON On
r*H
in r"-
a a a
m 0 0 vO
r H CO f—H
o -d-
o m 00 o cO ON 00 r-r
a a a a a a a a a a
o o rH o ON CO in o «n NO
CM f-H i—H r H «—H CM CO •-H r -H
r - 00 -d- -d-
00 -d* -d* CO CO - d *
rH CM co < r m nO r-» n * oo
CO CO
3 60
CJ VI 3
Jh 3 •H
3 0) X 3O x ) u aiv> to 3 3 6
3 3 O
0) UH 4J 42 X
e o 3 V
3 •rH r—1 3
60 >N U o 0
co VI 3 o 42
3 3 CL 42
cO 3 •H 3 CJ VI
S O U CO CO 4J 3
•rH 3 3
UH 4-1 > VH MH 3 CO 3
o 3 o O X 3 O
CO N 6 3 o •H
c T3 •H 0 >N 3 3 V
3 o o 3 V 4-1 VI VI 3 3
V •rH 42 3 UH •H *iH 3 V 6
3 VI v i 00 i~H rH •rH 3 Vi
r-H cO OJ Vi 3 •H •H U UH o
•H v i e O 0 42 3 *4H <4H
cO u 3 •H •H •rH cl •H 3
NW 0) JH u 44 to CO 3 X *H
a a) 3 3 3 CO -
CO X > 3 £ O O rH co
3 3 o > V Oh CL UH 3 B
0 •H O CO CO o o 3
•rH 0) CO 44 VH 3 3 00 V
V> a 3 3 3 U Vl 3 •H
CO 3 o Vi •rH 0 X
U cO 3 VI X ) X l •H 3 3
•rH B 0) to 00 3 3 V 3 CO
3 u Vi •rH 3 3 3 3 •rH
3 o 3 3 •H 3 3 V
B UH <4H •H U 3 3 rH 3 CLa Vi l+H £ 3 r-H r-H 3 rH Vi
o CL) •H X 42 O o > 3 3
o P h Q < C/3 32 QZ W > C/3
Ta
bl
e 
24
 
(C
on
ti
nu
ed
)
134
s
o 00 UP) O o i—H CTt oo C O o o
hJ b^
<■ ON O o i—H UO i— i VO o
i— o
i—H t-H
u
01
>
a CN o o CN rH CN i—H o rH o
00 vO rH i—H r-' uo oo oo C'- CN
B^ S 1 • » • • • • • • » •
CO 00 t— 1 ,—1 vO co t— i 00 uo uo vO
CN CN t-H CN p-H CN rH »—H co r—H <r
o
h 4
a uo vO CN C O NT CN CO UO CN vO
0) CO t-H CO 00 r*^ N T CO UO VO CN rH
u & N • • • • • • • • • • •
cd CO 00 CO vO v O o> UO r*- 00 vO CO
J-l CO CO CO CO f-H CN CO CO CN 'd- CN
(1)
a
o r- 00 VO CO UO V0 vO vO CO
33 a:
00 00 CO vO C O vO U0 o r— i-H r-
» • • • • • • • * • •
CO ■<r CO i "4 C O r-. CO <n un CO h-.
42 CN CO CO C O »-H CN CN co CN
00
•H
a in *—h VO vO v O CO <r <r n CO i—H
a
X CO o CN UO CN un vO UO o r- t-H
00 B^S • • ■ • • • « • • • •
•H Kf ON CN O CN CO r-" CN o r*- CO
a f-H i—H CN i—H CN CN i—H i-H CN
>%
J-4
0) •vf CO CN o i— I CO
> a CO -d* 'O’ CN
4*S
c
cO CT\ o v o O rH CN CN CO U0 UO
P2 rH t-H t-H rH i— 1 t-H t-H t-H rH
CO
00
a CO
♦H cn
4J 23 CO
01 o CO
OJ >h 01 C
E 00 <J O
o 44
od 01 u CO & OJ 03
01 Cn cn P oo P
CO 2) rH 03 <d
O o 00 O 23 23
43 t-H p u CJ 42 r
cn •H 00 •H CO CO
rH E 03 00 n3 p
O 01 t-H 01 u (2 P o
o •H u p •H cd (2 •H
42 42 23 p O 44 O CO rH
U 44 42 (0 01 /—S •H t—1 o
CO •H CO 03 <11 CO 44 P o
& -U CO ai P E Pn cd P- 42
(2 <11 44 U  44 cO M a X  CJ
•H 00 00 P cn u 03 cd 23 01 CO
(2 o3 a i •H Jh 03
CO •H 23 B 2 0  U CJ cd ai *  E
0) p 42 01 44 44 •rl O 01 CO o
42 •H u •H  CO rH 42 CJ 14 P  14
CO CO (2 •H P  *H O 14 o O  UH
CO 00 •rl 23 P 03 cn M o <4H •H
CO t-H u c r g O <4H CO CO
CO CJ CO 12 01 tt rH (2 <4H 00 p p
03 42 O u o  o o ( 2 f2 rH o
P •H CJ o •H (2 •H CO •H a  *rl
01 -u 0) 44 P 42 U o 03 X  CO
00 •H > CO o UH u <0 •rl a  a (2 01 {2
cO rH •H Cn •fH O  CO o 44 o  cd 23 01
CO -U •H 44 23 03 •H 42 UM 44 cn
C p O a CO 4 4  ai 03 u 44 44 {2 CO
ai a) o 01 •rl 21 O  42 0) cd CJ P ai 01 23
3 03 CO rH 44 'tO CO 44 cn 23 a 44 03 CO
CO nO t-H u CO cn X ai X3 cd 23
cn •fH <11 C CO u B <11 14 <11 44 44
M a PH CJ CH o M CO CL, Cd m in
Ta
bl
e 
24
 
CC
on
ti
nu
ed
)
135
&o
kOMQ>
>
IT)
CN
ovO
CO
O
o
&ot-4
£vS
cn
CN
o
o
.o
o
CO
cd
u
VTJo
S SS
CO
CO
o
o
o
o
too
•HP3
o
o o
CN
o
CN
43
CO
•H
Cd
to
M<u
>
p-*
vO
CN
O
CN
o
o
c
cdDC
0)Pcn
cnM
4-4 a>
cn o 4J
u cd
<u cn •rH
43 C >
U o a>
03 cn rH
0) cd rH
4-) <u cd
H cn
4-> O
o H e ■W
M-l o a.»
4-4 B cn
cn rH 4J
T3 CO rH c
o rH O cu
o u H3
O £ 0 DO
QJ 43 a) 4J 0
tx o cn •rH
cn co
C 13 14-1 £
o 4H *H o O
•H O <3 H
4J •H oo a
cd too rH {3 H
f3 O •H cu
cd *H 0) a >
<x cn H3 o o
0) o N
rH OJ
fX CJ 03
4JU•H
rH cnm u3 0)O JOCJ £ CDa CJ 30) S 3 33cn 3 33 to u >
CO H u 3CJ CO o SO <X
4-1 CO B 3
CO H •H
X rH —H o 3 cn
o H 4-1cnX 3 3
3 o CJ 33 CO 3 TO
UO cn O 3
CN cn TO CJ 3
M 3 4-1
3 3 4H 3
pH u O •H
X 3 cn H
CO O 4J 3 3H jo 3 3 CL
< CD U 3
TO bO COcn 3 3
<u 3 35cn 4-> X
3 3 O
o •H 4-) TO
cx H 3cn a; 00 CJa) ex 3 3
(X 3 •H iH
CO 33 (X
4H U
0 3 O cn
OJ CJ 3
>4 CD CJ
a 3 <
3 •u
0) (D3 P0
cr
CD
H
Ch
&o CN
X b^s •00
K*""! f-H
H
3
>
2 : CN
CN
6^5 •00
r —4
O
X
is CN
3 'O -
4-1 B ^ •
3 vO
H cn
3
TO
C
S S
CN
B^S •00
JO l“ 4
bO
0 0
S CN
JO i—H
b 0 B"S •
•H ON
S n
U
3
> 2 r-H
J J
3
3
OS rH
TO
u
3
O
X
rH
O
O
JO
CJ
cn
4 h
0
S n
4-1
•H
rH
*H
X
•H
cn
3o
(X
cn
3
u
TO
3
3
3
3 3
cn rH
cn O
H OS
o m X X• • • •
o CN 00 00i-H CN CN
o H^ CN CN
o Ln X ON• • • •
o r^ 00 CNLn cn CN <3*
cn CN cn
o o cn cn• • • •
in m <r
CN CN i—H i-H
CN CN r—4 f—4
m o X cn• • • •
CN m 00 •vfi—4 CN CN r-H
<—4 CN CN i—H
m O O o• • • •
C N O o or*“4
rH o o o
CN CN cn cn
4-1
*
33 TO
B U3 3b0 O3 X33 £j 4-1
B 0 3•H
4 h 4 J 3O 3 O
N •H
TO •H JJ3 O 3 3
U JO 3 B3 u 00 UrH 3 H o•H B O U H3 3 3
4-4 U M •H
3cn > 3 cn3 O > Bo ♦H 3•H cn 4J 4-1 cn
4-1 3 3 •H bO
3 CJ M 3a 3 H 3  *H
•H 3 cn cn 4->3 U *H •H 33 3 3 H 3c 4 h •H CX e6 4 h 6 HO •H TO 3CJ Q c C/3
136
o o o o
• • • •
o o o o
CN
o o rH o
cn O o■ • • •
cn X O o
cn X <r
CN CN CN
r- O O
■ • • •
X X o o
r*H i-H 'd * 4 0
i—H rH CN cn
cn O o o
■ • • •
cn o o o
cn
cn o o o
r " - o o
• « • •
NO 4 0 o oH^ r—4
i-H 1—1 o o
<r m m
cn
4-1 c l
3 3
3 O
TO 3 U
3 O bO
3
•H cn 3
3 c x 3
•H 3
U 0 O
3 u rH
(X b n CL
3 Bcn 3 3
H
4 —1 3 JO
o cn 4 Jcn cn •H
3 3 34H H u o
•H c x  u •H o n
rH •H 4-1 3
•H U 3 •H
X 4-1 4-1 4 J 3
•H •h cn 3 •H
cn 3 *H 3 3
3 3 TO C L bOO B X H
(X B  x 3 3cn o  o X
3 CJ o 3
u J 3 a 3
4 h  CJ 3 >
TO o  cn 3 •H
3 B 4 J
3 4 J  3 u a
u  j : o 3
3 3 4 J UH rH
rH c l u rH
O 6 3 o
OS H t x Q J
137
T J  m oj
CN
0)rH
CO
H  CJ
&OrJ
U0!
>
5O
h4
0)
4-1
c\3
Jh0>
XJcs
XCUD
-£00
•rH
IT
>%
U01
>
GcOpcS
0)
3
CO
CO
o o O o o o o o o o
BvO « • • • • • • •
o o O o m in o o o o
CN CN CN
a o o i— o *-H i—H o o o o
o o O o o o n - o CO r^ .
S'S • « • • • • • •
o o o m o o vO o CO VO
<1* CN m vO o CO V*D
f-H
a o CN CN r—H CN o CN CO r—4 CN
o O O o o o O o r * - CO
B^ S « • • • • • •
o o O o m o o o VO CO
0 0 CN N f m CN « n vO CO
a -0" f—H CN CN rH CN o o CN t-H
o o O o o o CO o o o
6 ^ a « • • • • • •
o o o m o o CO o o o
CN CN CO
a o i—H o i—H o o i-H o o o
o o o o o o o o o o
• • • • • • • •
o o o o o m © o o o
CN CN CN
a i-H rH o o o i-H o o o o
in UO m vO vO © n* n* r^ f^ -
CO
CO
CD
a
o 4-1
XJ u XJ CD
C ex u 00
CO cO XJ QJ
00 C £ 4-1 CO
£ H=i JD CO u
CO •H •H CD
£ XJ rH X3 > •£
4J 0 rH 0 £ 01 CJ
c •rH •H O CO rH CO
CD CO COi-H £ J3 rH 01
XJ 0) rH O CJ /«—N CO u
£ a £ O CO CO
0) £ ex -C 4-1 pH O U CO
4-1 0J X CJ 0J £ M 4J 0 4-1
£ u CD CO oo •rl X Uh G
•H ai XJ CO 01U UH * 6 £ CO 4-1 CO B
01 Uh CO O CD CD c XJ 01
Du •H £ }H -C O 01 O u
£ XJ o Uh £ CO Jh XJ •H •H
to ♦rl •H CO o £ 00 U £
CO rH to CO rH Uh 4-1 £ 0> cr
CO UH CO £ £ £ a CO•rl ex ai
XJ o O i—1 O O £ XJ JH
c 00 a •rH •rl CO •rH CO UH £
0) £ X CO 4-1 4J 00 tX O O O c
00 O XJ CD £ CO •H £ c u u •H o
co •rH £ CD ex rH •rH 0 CO 00 CJ 4-1 •H
4J CO 4J ex •H CO 4-1 •H t£J £ JH c0 4J
g CO £ CO CJ £ CD 4J 4-1 •H 01 U co
0) £ ai CD £ •H o 01 CJ £ G > CO £
X) rH £ XJ CO 4J CO s £ a O o ex XJ
XJ CO r-H £ U JH XJ N 01 CO
*H > co 4J CO 01 01 01 u Jh
X W > C/D ex Pu C*5 X IX, a
Ta
bl
e 
25
 
(C
on
ti
nu
ed
)
138
o o o o o o
• • ■ • • •
o o © o o om
o o i—i o o o
o © © o o o
• • • • • •
o o o o o om m m o
i—H
i—t i—H i—H *—H o o
o o o o o o• • • • • •
o o o o o ©m
o o o o o
o o o o o o• • • • • t
o o o o o om
o »—i o o o o
o o o o c o« • • • • •
o o o o © o
o o o o o o
£Cd0£ oo oo © ON o OrH rH
cnu
aJh
£0cn
MH £o £i-H
Sn £ UH4J CJ O<D •H cn•H Jh cn 00V* £ e
£ CO £ O •rHo > CJ cn 4J*H co <U
u £ TJ <u cn <UcC 0 £ Jh iJ 6 >%
a Jh cd £ CJ£ UH Jh Q) TJ •rHTJ o S Jh rHOJ £ CJ UH rH cd O0 •rH rH 0 a.
u •H i-H rH O ©
Q 0 O Jh JhUH cd p- O £ Jh cu
£ JZ Q) O uh00 Jh £ a UH cn
£ 0 0 cn oo £•H UH •H £ C cd
h£ £ U Uh *H 0 Jh
£ •H cd O £ •H H£ a »H 4J
U H 00 £ 00 ?H cd Jh
£ TJ £ a Jh OJ
<u 0i •rH 0J •H  <D cd JZ
£ H Jn cn t j a - CJcn cd cd X o ai cd
cn 4J X a) rH Jh 0)HH CO CO CO a Ph H
139
Superintendents and school board members identified the issues that 
cause conflict between them. The listing of those conflict issues is 
summarized in Table 26.
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Table 26
Conflict Issues Identified By 
Superintendents and School Board Members
According to Rank
Superintendents School Board Members
Rank Issue Rank Issue
1 Role and responsibility of 1 Communications failure
school board
2 Performance expectations
2 Communications failure
3 Differences over method of
2 Differences over method of management
management
4 Sharing information from a
3 Administrative reorganization variety of sources
3 Surprise items/information 4 Administrative reorganization
at board meetings
5 Role and responsibility of
4 Role and responsibility of the superintendent
the superintendent
6 Role and responsibility of
4 Impact of community pressure the school board
groups on the school district
7 Evaluation of superintendent
5 Performance expectations
7 Value and goal differences
5 Collective bargaining with
employee groups 8 Surprise items/information
at board meetings
5 Hidden agendas
9 Personality clashes in school
5 Evaluation of superintendent board meetings
5 Value and goal differences 9 Hidden agendas
6 Student exclusions, expulsions, 10 Collective bargaining with
and suspensions from school employee groups
6 Participation in the budget
building process
6 Personality clashes in
school board meetings
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The degree of concern/information placed on an issue by both 
respondent groups was analyzed. It was found that 47.5 percent of 
school boards expressed a high to very high degree of concern/impor­
tance to their top issue, "communications failure." Superintendents, 
on the other hand, placed a low to moderate degree of concern/impor­
tance to the same issue, "communications failure." This issue was the 
superintendents' second choice as an issue that causes conflict.
The superintendents' top conflict issue was "role and responsi­
bility of the school board." The degree of concern/importance placed 
on this issue was 27.3 percent on the high to very high scale and a 
37.0 percent on the low to very low scale. The degree of concern/ 
importance was not clearly defined one way or another. School board 
members, however, identified the same issue as sixth in importance and 
assigned a high to very high degree of concern/importance to it (55.6%).
"Differences over method of management" was an issue that both 
groups agreed was a conflict issue. Fifty percent of superintendents 
expressed a low to very low rating with the other 50 percent rating the 
issue from moderate to high degree of concern/importance. School board 
members expressed a moderate (35.3%) to very high (35.3%) degree of 
concern/importance to this issue.
"Administrative reorganization" was another issue identified high 
on the two respondents' conflict issue lists. Superintendents assigned 
it a moderate (14.3%) to very low (57.2%) ratingof concern/importance. 
School board members assigned it a 40.0 percent high to very high 
rating and a 30.0 percent low to very low rating.
School board members said that "sharing information from a variety 
of sources" was an important conflict issue. Superintendents did not
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consider this an important issue. In terms of the degree in which it 
was considered a concern or of importance, 75.1 percent school board 
members expressed a moderate to very high rating. Fifty percent of 
superintendents assigned a high and 50 percent a low rating of concern/ 
importance to this issue.
School board member's second most important conflict issue was 
"performance expectations." The same issue was fifth on the superin­
tendents' list. School board members assigned degree of concern'/impor­
tance was 52.6 percent on the high to very high scale. Superintendents, 
on the other hand, assigned it a low to moderate (80.0%) rating.
The "role and responsibility of the superintendent" issue was 53.3 
percent on the high to very high scale for school board members while 
superintendents assigned it a 50.0 percent degree of concern/importance 
on the high to very high scale.
Superintendents identified "surprise items/information at board 
meetings" high on its list of conflict issues. School board members 
did not consider it to be a high conflict issue. They ranked it 
eighth. Superintendents, in spite of identifying the issue high on its 
list, assigned it a 45.5 percent low to very low rating of concern/ 
importance. School board members rated it a moderate (37.5%) to a very 
high (33.4%) rating.
Superintendents rated "impact of community pressure groups on the 
school district" low (66.7%) and school board members 41.1 percent 
rated it high to very high. This issue had been identified by super­
intendents as a conflict issue, fourth in importance but low in degree 
of concern/importance. School board members ranked it twelfth in im­
portance yet high to very high in degree of concern/importance.
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"Collective bargaining with employee groups" was ranked fifth by 
superintendents and tenth by school board members. In degree of con­
cern/importance, superintendents rated it moderate (60.0%) while school 
board members rated it high to very high (52.7%).
The "evaluation of the superintendent" issue was rated 20 percent 
through each of the scales of moderate, high, and very high by super­
intendents, while school board members assigned it a 38.5 percent in 
the moderate, 15.4 percent in the high, and 30.8 percent in the very 
high scale.
The "hidden agendas" issue was predominantly in the moderate 
(80.0%) range for superintendents and a more even distribution was 
evident in the school board members scale over the high to low ranges 
(80.9%). Twenty percent of superintendents and 14.3 percent of school 
board members identified the issue as very high in degree of concern/ 
importance.
Moderate to low (80.0%) rating was assigned to "value and goal 
differences" by superintendents. School board members went the 
opposite direction. They rated it 15.8 percent on the very high scale 
and 88.5 percent on the moderate to very high scale.
"Personality clashes in school board meetings" was given a very 
high (25.0%), moderate (50.0%)., and 25.0 percent very low rating by 
superintendents. School board members gave the issue a very high 
(19.0%), moderate (38.1%), and a 9.5'percent very low rating. School 
board members' rating fell mainly in the moderate (38.1%) to low (28.5%) 
rating of concern/importance.
"Student exclusions, expulsions, and suspensions from school" fell 
mainly in the moderate range for superintendents (50.0%) and in the low
range for school board members (46.2%). The same was true of the 
issue "participation in the budget building process" for superintendents. 
For school board members, this issue ranged from the moderate range 
(36.8%) to the very high range (42.1%).
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Table 27
Other Conflict Issues Scaled 
by the Respondent Groups 
Summarized
Issues Superintendents School Board Member
Degree Degree
Reduction in force (RIFs) and 
budget cutbacks
State funding for education
Closing of schools for 
reasons of declining 
enrollments
Rezoning of students to 
alleviate overcrowding
Low
Moderate to Low
Low
Low
Preparation periods for teachers Moderate to Low
Graduation requirements
Sex education policy and 
curriculum
Preparation for board meetings
Teacher transfer policy
Moderate to Low
Low to Very Low 
No rating 
No rating
High to Low 
Moderate
Very low 
Low
Moderate to Very Low 
Moderate to Very High
Moderate to Very High 
Moderate to Very High 
No rating
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The issues that cause conflict between superintendents and school 
board members were analyzed in two categories of 1) school personnel 
issues and 2) superintendent-school board relationship issues. These 
issues were further analyzed as to the degree of concern/importance in 
which both respondent groups viewed them in relation to their working 
relationship.
Research question six stated: What other reasons exist in the
nature of conflict between school boards and superintendents? Trait 
issues were considered. The two groups were asked to weight personal 
traits according to the degree in which they strongly agreed to strongly 
disagreed as contributors to conflict between the two groups. The trait 
issues were:
-lack of trust 
-lack of personality 
-lack of integrity 
-religious affiliation 
-lack of sincerity 
-political affiliation 
-lack of expertise 
-lack of rapport 
-lack of respect 
-lack of leadership 
-lack of credibility 
-lack of communication
Table 28 presented the percentage responses by superintendents to 
each of the trait issues.
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Superintendents strongly agreed (41.2%) that "lack of communication" 
causes conflict. The "agree" and "strongly agree" scale combined yielded 
a 58.8 percent response by superintendents. "Lack of trust" showed a 
similar response by superintendents in the "agree" column (41.2%) and 
64.7 percent when combined with the "strongly agree" column. Trait 
issues "lack of integrity", "lack of sincerity", "lack of expertise", 
and "lack of rapport" each showed a 52.9 percent response by superinten­
dents when the two "agree" columns were combined. Superintendents gave 
equal weight to the trait issues "lack of leadership" and "lack of 
credibility". These trait issues each showed a 58.8 percent response 
spread over the "agree" and "strongly agree" columns. "Lack of respect" 
trait issue showed a 47.0 percent response in the "agree" columns, 
however a 23.5 percent neutral response was noted. Superintendents 
registered a neutral (29.4%) to a disagree (35.3%) rating to the "lack 
of personality" trait issue. Strong "neutral" ratings of 47.1 percent 
and 41.2 percent, to the issues of "religious affiliation" and "political 
affiliation", respectively were registered by superintendents.
"Religious affiliation" showed a 5.9 percent rating under "strongly 
agree" while "political affiliation" showed a 0.0 percent rating under 
the same column. Fifty-two and nine tenths percent of superintendent 
respondents "disagreed" to "strongly disagreed" that "political affili­
ation" was a trait issue of conflict. A 35.2 percent response under the 
same two columns was registered by respondents for "religious affili­
ation" .
Table 29 presented the percentage responses by school board members 
to each of the trait issues.
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School board members strongly agreed that "lack of communication" 
(43.9%) and "lack of trust" (43.9%), as well as, "lack of leadership" 
(41.5%) cause conflict. Each respective trait issue when combined with 
the "agree" column showed "lack of communication" with 69.5 percent of 
school board members respondents. Superintendents also agreed that this 
issue was critical. They showed a 58.8 percent agreement. "Lack of 
trust" showed 61.0 percent agreement by school board members and 64.7 
percent by superintendents. The trait issue "lack of leadership" 
showed a 67.1 percent response by school board members and a 58.8 per­
cent response by superintendents. Between 50-60 percent of school 
board members indicated that trait issues of major importance were 1) 
"lack of integrity" (54.9%), 2) "lack of sincerity" (54.8%), 3) "lack of 
expertise" (52.5%), 4) "lack of respect" (54.8%), and 5) "lack of 
credibility" (58.5%). School board member responses to these trait 
issues were strongly correlated with superintendent responses to the 
same issues. The only percentage difference between the two respondent 
groups was evident in superintendents' response to the trait issue 
"lack of respect" (47.0%) to the school board members' response to the 
same issue (58.8%). School board members registered a "neutral" 32.9 
percent rating to the "lack of personality" trait issue, and a 33.2 per­
cent combined rating in the "agree" and "strongly agree" columns. The 
"disagree" and "strongly disagree" columns for the same trait issue 
showed a 25.6 percent response. The "religious affiliation" issue 
received a neutral 34.1 percent response as well as a 36.6 percent 
response in the "strongly disagree" column by school board members. 
Similar data were derived from the "political affiliation" issue. The 
"neutral" column showed 40.2 percent response. "Lack of rapport"
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registered a strong "agree" response (36.6%) and a combined 56.1 percent 
with "strongly disagree".
Superintendents and school board members agreed that "lack of com­
munication" and "lack of trust" were two very important trait issues 
which contributed to conflict between them. They agreed that "religious
and political affiliation" do not contribute to conflict between the
two groups. Both groups established somewhat of a neutrality on the 
"lack of personality" trait issue. The majority of superintendents and 
school board members agreed that all other issues, i.e. "lack of integ­
rity, sincerity, expertise, rapport, respect, leadership, and credibil­
ity were sufficiently important as to be contributors to conflict 
between the two respondent groups.
Keats Garman, Senior Program Associate, Northwest Regional Educa­
tional Laboratory (1982:34) authored a concept paper titled Conflict 
Management for School Boards: A Concept Paper in which he said:
"School board decision making is more difficult 
than it used to be. The issues are complex, 
communities are more diverse, and the public is 
better educated and more desirous of participating 
in the process. Laws, statutes, and regulations 
are more numerous, special interest groups more
sophisticated, and board members themselves are
less willing to serve as passive members of 
"rubber stamp" boards. All of these factors and 
more mean that board decision making is more 
complex, controversial, and subject to conflict 
than in the past."
Garman provided a definition of "conflict". He said, "Conflict 
results when the achievement of one party's objectives prevents others 
from achieving their objectives." He said that conflict involves 
several important elements. Those being: 1) two (or more) parties or
factions; 2) active striving for objectives; 3) blocking strategies and
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behaviors; and 4) antagonisms and hostility between the parties (Garman 
1982:35).
Garman (1982:39) further stated, "It is important to understand 
that conflict is resolved only when the parties agree that it is 
resolved. Mutual agreement of the parties, therefore, is essential to 
a definition of "resolution of conflict."
Garman (1982:40) has formulated five different approaches to con­
flict situations. Each is not only a unique approach, but also each 
has a different consequence or impact and each is appropriate in 
various conflict situations.
When confronted with conflict, members of school boards must weigh 
two different kinds of values in formulating their position on the 
issue. One of these values is, "Where do I, as an individual, stand on 
the issue? What outcome to the conflict do I prefer, and how strongly 
do I feel about it?
Another value which must be weighted by board members is that of 
the integrity, harmony, and cohesiveness of the board as a group. "How 
will working relationships, trust levels, communications,and feeling be 
affected if I push for my position? What is my responsibility for 
maintaining board unity in the conflict?"
These two value dimensions - the board member's concern for his or 
her own position, and the individual board member's concern for board 
unity on the issue— provide a framework for identifying the five 
different approaches to conflict mentioned above and illustrated in 
figure 4.
154
Personal Styles of Handling Conflict
High------------------------------------------.
Harmonizing Integrating
Concern for 
Board Goals 
and
Relationships
Negotiating
Avoiding
*
Low
Low
Forcing
*
High
Figure 4
Concern for Individual Goals and Positions
From: Garman, Keats. Conflict: Alternatives to Blowing a Fuse.
Keys to School Boardsmanship, Northwest 
Regional Edcuational Laboratory, Portland, 
Oregon, 1982, p. 41.
o In the avoiding approach, the board member makes a
commitment to neither value. The member neither shows 
concern for his/her own position or preference, nor 
demonstrates concern for board unity or cohesion on 
the issue. The avoiding approach is passive, with­
drawn, noncommittal.
o In the forcing approach, the board member feels strongly 
about his/her own position on the issue, and pushes 
forcefully for it. At the same time, the member shows 
little or no concern for other's viewpoints. The 
forcing approach is aimed at influencing others to the 
individual member's position.
o In the harmonizing approach, the board member is con- 
ciliatroy, appeasing, and willing to go along with the 
majority position in the interest of board unity. If 
the member has a position on the issue, it is not 
clear. Rather, he or she seems most concerned with 
the harmonious working of the board.
o In the negotiating approach, the board member strikes 
a balance between his/her own position and that of 
others. The member is willing to compromise in 
order to preserve board unity.
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o In the integrating approach, the board member pushes 
hard for board consensus on the issue. Here, the mem­
ber takes a strong position on the issue and insists 
on a strong board position as well. He or she may 
propose new objectives which meet the needs of other 
members, too, and to which they can commit themselves 
(Garman 1982:42).
Garman (1982:10) further described the five approaches to handling 
conflict and related them to the issues of concern for relationships 
and concern for goals/position. The descriptions are listed below.
o The Forcing Approach is high in its concern for 
accomplishing goals and establishing position, 
but low in its concern for feelings and smooth 
working relationships. The forcing style is 
assertive, aggressive and competitive.
o The Harmonizing Approach is opposite from forcing.
Here, the concern for people, feelings, and smooth 
working relationships is high, while concern for goals 
and position is low. The harmonizing style is one of 
accommodating, giving in, and acquiescing in order to 
preserve relationships in resolving the conflict.
o The Negotiating Approach is moderate in its concern for
both relationships and for goals and positions. It is 
a "middle ground" style, aimed at achieving compromise 
in order to resolve the conflict.
o The Integrating Approach is high on both concern for
relationships and concern for goals. It is aimed at 
finding a new set of goals which incorporate those of 
both parties, and which lead to growth in the working 
relationship. The integrating style stresses colla­
boration and problem solving to resolve the conflict.
o The Avoiding Approach is the opposite of integrating.
It is low on both concern for relationships and concern 
for goals. Avoiding is aimed at not becoming involved 
with conflict and the strong feelings it may generate.
Research question four stated: What strategies are employed to
resolve conflict? Keats Garman's "Conflict Apporaches Questionnaire" 
was utilized to respond to the research question. The twenty pairs of 
statements in the questionnaire addressed the five approaches to hand-
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ling conflict. They were: 1) The Forcing Approach; 2) The Harmonizing
Approach; 3) The Negotiating Approach; 4) The Integrating Approach; and 
5) The Avoiding Approach. Superintendents and school board members 
selected one statement from each pair of statements. Compilation of the 
data yielded a summary of the responses from the superintendents as 
presented in Table 30.
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The data revealed from superintendents' responses that when given 
a choice between "forcing and harmonizing" and between "forcing and 
avoiding", superintendents chose the "forcing" approach to managing/ 
resolving conflict. On the opposite end of the scale superintendents 
responses revealed that when given a choice between "avoiding and 
forcing" and between "avoiding and negotiating", superintendents 
selected the "avoiding" approach more often. Superintendents selected 
the "harmonizing" approach to handling conflict over "negotiating", 
"avoiding", and "forcing". The "negotiating" approach to handling 
conflict was selected over the conflict handling approaches - 
"avoiding", "forcing", and "harmonizing". Superintendents selected 
the "integrating" approach to handling conflict the maximum number of 
times allowable. The "integrating" approach was selected everytime 
when paired with "forcing", "negotiating", "harmonizing", and 
"avoiding". Each respondent's selection for each paired statement 
was compiled on the worksheet developed by Garman for the purpose of 
profiling the conflict handling style of the respondent. Superinten­
dents' responses were compiled and summarized on the score worksheet 
by transferring the majority of responses of superintendents for each 
statement on to the sheet. Circled responses in each column were 
added to arrive at the score listed below the name of the conflict 
handling style, i.e. forcing, harmonizing, negotiating, integrating, 
and avoiding. Table 31 illustrated the 17 superintendents' conflict 
handling style scores.
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Table 31
Compilation, Summarization, and Presentation 
of Superintendents' Conflict 
Handling Styles Scores
Question No.
63 b
64 a
65 b
66 a
67 b
68 a
69 a
70 b
71 a
72 a
73 a
74 b
75 b
76 a
77 a
78 b
79 a
80 b
81 a
82 a
Forcing Harmonizing Negotiating Integrating Avoiding
2 4 4 8 2
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The seventeen superintendents' scores in each of the 5 conflict 
handling approaches were transferred onto a graph as illustrated in 
Table 32 which profiled the respondents' conflict handling styles.
Table 32
Superintendents' Profile of Conflict Handling Styles
Forcing Harmonizing Negotiating Integrating Avoiding
High
Mid
1 1  1 1  1 
Low 0 0 0 0 0
The superintendents' profile of conflict handling approaches 
revealed that in two situations each in the "forcing" and "avoiding" 
approaches, they would use those approaches to handle the conflict 
situation. The profile chart showed that the "harmonizing" and 
"negotiating" approaches would be used by superintendents in four 
situations in each profile category over the other conflict handling 
approaches. Superintendents overwhelmingly selected the "integrating" 
approach over all of the approaches. This revealed that superintendents 
would use the "integrating" approach in 8 different situations when 
paired with the other approaches.
Analyses of the data revealed agreement and disagreement among 
superintendents in the paired statements listed in Table 33. The 
five approaches to handling conflict were paired two times each 
throughout the 20 paired statements. For example: Paired statements,
numbers 63 and 70 of the superintendent questionnaire addressed the 
"forcing" and "integrating" approaches to handling conflict. In each 
paired statement, the respondent decided which statement of the two 
was his best approach to handling conflict. Agreement occurred in the 
two pairs of statements when respondents' frequency and percentage of 
response favored one approach in one of the pairs and then favored 
the opposite approach in the other paired statement.
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The "integrating” approach to handling conflict was selected over 
the "forcing" approach by 100 percent of respondents in paired item, 
number 63. The seventeen superintendents selected the "integrating" 
statement: "I try to consider the other person's concerns and goals, as 
well as my own." The companion statement was the "forcing" approach.
It read: "I push hard to achieve my goals." In the second paired
statement, 82.4 percent of superintendents selected "integrating" again. 
The "integrating" approach statement read: "I am willing to reveal all
of my concerns and ideas in order to come to agreement with the other 
person." Its companion "forcing" approach statement read: "I push
hard to achieve my goals." Three respondents (17.6%) preferred this 
approach over the "integrating" approach.
Superintendents selected the "integrating" approach over the 
"negotiating" approach in paired statements, numbers 64 and 80. Eighty- 
eight and two-tenths percent (88.2%) of superintendents selected the 
"integrating" approach while 11.8 percent preferred the "negotiating" 
approach. The "integrating" statement read: "I try to see things from
the other person's point of view" and the "negotiating" statement read: 
"I try to strike a balance of "wins and losses" with the other person." 
In the second paired statements, the "negotiating" approach read: "I
try to find the middle ground where we can both agree." Superintendents 
(64.7%) selected the "integrating" approach statement which read: "I
an willing to reveal all of my concerns and ideas in order to come to 
agreement with the other person." Thirty-five and three-tenths percent 
(35.3%) selected the "negotiating" approach. Agreement was evident to 
the "integrating" approach in both items, however, over one-third of 
the superintendents supported the "negotiating" approach as both groups
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tried to find a middle ground where both groups could agree over the 
approach of striking a balance of "wins and losses" with the other 
person.
One hundred percent of the superintendents selected the "integra­
ting" approach over the "harmonizing" approach to handling conflict in 
paired statements, numbers 65 and 72. Paired statements 65 read: "I
try hard not to hurt the other person's feelings" (harmonizing) and "I 
try to understand all of the other person's concerns and goals" (inte­
grating). Paired statements 72 read: "I believe it is important to
maintain good relations with the other person in resolving our differ­
ences" (integrating) and "I give in rather than hurt the other person's 
feelings" (harmonizing).
When superintendents weighed the "negotiating" and "avoiding" 
approaches in the two paired statements, numbers 66 and 81; they 
selected "negotiating" (76.5%) over the "avoiding" (23.5%) approach. 
However, they selected the "avoiding" (82.4%) over the "negotiating" 
(11.8%) in the second paired statements. Paired statements, number 66 
read: "I try to propose a compromise solution that both of us can agree
to" (negotiating) and "I put off dealing with conflict until I've had a 
chance to think about it" (avoiding). Over three-fourths of the super­
intendents or more exactly (76.5%), preferred the "negotiating" approach. 
Paired statements, number 81 read: "I put off dealing with conflict
until I've had a chance to think about it" (avoiding) and "I try to 
strike a balance of "wins and losses" with the other person" (negotia­
ting) . Over 80 percent of superintendents chose the "avoiding" approach 
to deal with the conflict situation than to "negotiate" where a balance 
of "wins and losses" with the other person would be the practice.
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Disagreement was evident in the "negotiating" and "avoiding" approaches 
to handle conflict situations in these two paired items.
The "forcing" and "negotiating" approaches were paired in state­
ments 67 and 76. Paired statements, number 67 read: "I try hard to 
influence others to accept my position" (forcing) and "I try to find 
the middle ground, where the other person and I can agree" (negotiating). 
Superintendents (70.6%) preferred the "negotiating" approach over the 
"forcing" approach (29.4%). Still, nearly a third selected the 
"forcing" approach. Paired statements number 76 read: "I am willing
to give on some points if the other person does too" (negotiating) and 
"I do whatever I can to demonstrate the advantages of my position" 
(forcing). Superintendents again selected the "negotiating" approach 
(64.7%) over the "forcing" approach (35.3%). In this case, over one- 
third of the superintendents (35.3%) selected the "forcing" approach as 
compared to the first paired statement where 29.4 percent selected the 
"forcing" approach.
"Integrating" and "avoiding" approaches were addressed in paired 
statements, numbers 68 and 78. Paired statements, number 68 read: "I
try to deal with all of the other person's concerns and goals as well 
as my own" (integrating) and "I try to avoid situations in which there 
is anger and hostility" (avoiding). Superintendents preferred the "in­
tergrating" approach (76.5%) over the "avoiding" approach (23.5%). 
Nearly one-fourth of superintendents, however, selected the "avoiding" 
over the "integrating" approach. Paired statements, number 78 read: "I 
avoid topics that provoke disagreement and controversy" (avoiding) and 
"I try to see things from the other person's point of view" (integra­
ting) . One hundred percent (100%) of all superintendents selected the
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"integrating" over the "avoiding" approach to handling conflict.
Superintendents selected the "harmonizing" approach (52.9%) over the 
"negotiating" approach (47.1%). Nine respondents selected "harmonizing" 
while 8 respondents selected "negotiating." Paired statements, number 
69 read: "I try to persuade the other person to see the positive side
of things" (harmonizing) and "I try to find a middle ground where the 
other person and I can agree" (negotiating). The second pair of state­
ments, number 82, addressed the same two approaches. They read: I
believe it is better to reach a compromise than to let the conflict go
on" (negotiating) and "I usually concede if the other person feels more 
strongly about the issue" (harmonizing). Superintendents (100.0%) 
selected the "negotiating" over the "harmonizing" approach. The first
paired statements were positive statements in which either could be
comfortably selected by the respondents. The difference in selection 
was one respondent, while in the latter paired statements, the "harmo­
nizing1 approach called for concession on the part of the person hand­
ling the conflict. No one in the superintendent sample opted for this 
approach, consequently disagreement was evident in the two sets of 
paired statements.
Disagreement was also evidenced in the two sets of paired state­
ments, numbers 70 and 75. "Harmonizing" and "forcing" statements for 
number 70 read: "I often acquiesce in order to maintain a good rela­
tionship with the other person" (harmonizing) and "I am firm in pur­
suing my goals and ideas" (forcing). Superintendents selected the 
"forcing" (64.7%) over the "harmonizing" approach (23.5%). The word 
"acquiesce" in the "harmonizing" statement denotes "concession", once 
again influencing the respondents to select the "forcing" approach. In
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the second set of paired statements, superintendents selected the 
"harmonizing" approach (88.2%) over the "forcing" approach (11.8%). 
Paired statements, number 75 read: "Winning my position is more impor­
tant than maintaining positive relations with others "(forcing) and 
"Concensus or agreement is more important than winning my own position" 
(harmonizing). The "forcing" approach, in this instance, called for a 
win-lose position, thus superintendents' selection of the "harmonizing" 
approach and subsequent disagreement.
Disagreement was also evident when the "forcing" and "avoiding" 
approaches were responded to by superintendents. Superintendents 
selected the "forcing" approach (76.5%) over the "avoiding" approach 
(23.5%) in paired statements, number 71. The statements read: "I do
whatever I can to demonstrate the advantages of my position" (forcing) 
and "I try not to get involved in controversies with others" (avoiding). 
The opposite was true in paired statements, number 77 which read: "I
stay away from situations in which there is anger and hostility" 
(avoiding) and "I try to achieve my goals regardless of the other's 
feelings" (forcing) in which superintendents selected the "forcing" 
approach (64.7%) over the "avoiding" approach (35.3%).
The "forcing" approach and the "avoiding" approach are on the two 
opposite sides of the scale as approaches used to handle conflicts, 
consequently nearly one-fourth of the respondents in the first paired 
statements indicated preference for that particular "conflict handling 
approach" over the other.
Superintendents preferred the "harmonizing" approach (88.2% and 
100%) over the "avoiding" approach (11.8% and 0.0%) in the paired state­
ments, numbers 73 and 74. The paired statements, number 73 read: "I
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try to get the other person to see the things on which we agree" 
(harmonizing) and "I try not to get involved in controversies with 
others" (avoiding). Paired statements, number 74 read: "I let others
deal with the difficult and controversial issues" (avoiding) and "I try 
hard to maintain positive relations with the other person" (harmoniz­
ing) .
The "integrating" approach was clearly the consensus among the 
superintendents in the study sample. "This approach," said Garman 
(1982:10) "is high on both concern for relationships and concern for 
goals. It stresses collaboration and problem solving to resolve the 
conflict."
School board members' responses to the same questionnaire were 
compiled, summarized and presented in Table 34.
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The data revealed from school board members' responses that when 
given a choice between "forcing and harmonizing" and between "forcing 
and avoiding", school board members chose the "forcing" approach to 
managing/resolving conflict. On the other side of the scale, school 
board member responses revealed that when given a choice between 
"avoiding and forcing" and between "avoiding and negotiating", school 
board members selected the "avoiding" approach. School board members 
selected the "harmonizing" approach to handling conflict over the 
"negotiating", "avoiding", and "forcing" approaches. The "negotiating" 
approach to handling conflict was selected over the approaches - 
"avoiding", "forcing", and "harmonizing". School board members selec­
ted the "integrating" approach to handling conflict in the maximum 
eight paired statements in which it appeared. The "integrating" 
approach was selected when paired with the "forcing", "negotiating", 
"harmonizing", and "avoiding" approaches.
Each school board member's selection for each paired statement was 
compiled on the worksheet developed by Garman for the purpose of pro­
filing the conflict handling style of the respondent. School board 
member's responses were compiled and summarized on the score worksheet 
by transferring the majority of responses of school board members for 
each statement onto the sheet. Circled responses in each column were 
added to arrive at the score listed below the name of the conflict 
handling style, i.e. "forcing", "harmonizing", "negotiating", "inte­
grating", and "avoiding". Table 35 illustrated the 82 school board 
member respondents' conflict handling style scores.
I
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Table 35
Compilation, Summarization, and Presentation 
of School Board Members'
Conflict Handling Styles Scores
Question No. . • • •
65 b
66 a
67 b
68 a
69 b
70 a
71 a
72 b
73 a
74 a
75 a
76 b
77 b
78 a
79 a
80 b
81 a
82 b
83 a
84 a
. Forcing Harmonizing Negotiating Integrating Avoiding
2 4 4 8 2
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The eighty-two school board member respondents' scores in each of 
the five conflict handling approaches were transferred onto a graph as 
illustrated in Table 36 which profiled the respondents' conflict hand­
ling styles.
Table 36
School Board Members' Profile 
of Conflict Handling Styles
Forcing Harmonizing Negotiating Integrating Avoiding
High 8 8 8 8
7 7 7 /  A 7
6 6 6 / 6 \ 6
Mid 5 5 5 X 5 \ 5
4 J ® ----- ----- & 4 \ 4
3 3 3 3 \ 3
(2j 2 2 2 b
1 1 1 1 i
Low 0 0 0 0 0
The school board members' profile of conflict handling approaches 
revealed that in two situations each in the "forcing" and "avoiding" 
approaches, they would use those approaches to handle the conflict 
situation. The profile chart showed that the "harmonizing" and 
"negotiating" approaches would be used by school board members in four 
situations in each profile category over the other conflict handling 
approaches. School board members overwhelmingly selected the "inte-
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grating" approach over all other approaches. This revealed that school 
board members would use the "integrating" approach in eight different 
situations when paired with the other approaches.
Analyses of the data revealed agreement and disagreement among 
school board members in the paired statements listed in Table 37. The 
five approaches to handling conflict were paired two times each 
throughout the 20 pairs of statements. For example: Paired statements,
numbers 65 and 81 of the school board questionnaire addressed the 
"forcing" and "integrating" approaches to handling conflict. In each 
paired statement, the respondent decided which statement of the two 
was his best approach to handling conflict. Agreement occurred in the 
two pairs of statements when the respondents' frequency and percentage 
of response favored the one approach over the other in both paired 
statements. Disagreement occurred in the two pairs of statements when 
respondents' frequency and percentage of response favored one approach 
in one of the pairs and then favored the opposite approach in the other 
paired statement.
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School board members favored the "integrating" approach to handling 
conflict in every pairing. When paired with the "forcing" approach, 
school boards selected "integrating" in the two sets of pairs by 89.0 
and 82.9 percent, respectively. "Integrating" was paired with "nego­
tiating" and again it was selected by 85.4 percent and 63.4 percent of 
the respondents. It is worthy of note that 30.5 percent of all respon­
dents selected "negotiating" as a style for handling conflict. The 
"integrating" approach was overwhelmingly preferred over the "harmoni­
zing" approach by 93.9 percent and 96.3 percent in the two sets of 
pairings. In the last pairings, "integrating" was selected over the 
"avoiding" approach. In the first pairings, "integrating" was selected 
over the "avoiding" approach. In the first pairings, "integrating" was 
selected over the "avoiding" by 69.5 percent. Over 25 percent of the 
respondents selected "avoiding" approach, however. In the second 
pairings, "integrating" was selected over "avoiding" by 95.4 percent.
"Negotiating" and "avoiding" approaches were paired in items, num­
bers 68 and 83. "Negotiating" approach was preferred by 72.0 percent 
of the respondents. In the second pairing, "avoiding" approach was 
preferred by 76.8 percent. "Negotiating" was paired with "forcing" and 
"negotiating" was favored in the two sets of pairs by 61.0 percent and 
62.2 percent of the respondents. In both pairings, 35.4 percent of the 
respondents expressed a preference for the "forcing" approach. When 
"negotiating" and "harmonizing" approaches were paired respondents 
split their preferences. In statement, number 71, "harmonizing"
(59.8%) was preferred over "negotiating" (36.6%) but in statement, num­
ber 84, "negotiating" (90.2%) was preferred over "harmonizing" (0.0%) 
with an 9.8 percent non-response.
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The "harmonizing" approach has already been discussed in relation 
to the "integrating" approach. "Integrating" was preferred. "Harmoni­
zing" was also discussed in relation to the "negotiating" approach. 
"Harmonizing" was preferred in the one pairing, but not in the second. 
When "harmonizing" was paired with "forcing", the "forcing" approach 
(76.8%) was preferred. In the second pairing, "harmonizing" (80.5%) 
was selected. There was a 9.8 percent no response to this pairing. 
"Harmonizing" and "avoiding" approaches were matched and in both sets 
of pairings, "harmonizing" was overwhelmingly preferred, 90.2 percent 
and 93.9 percent, respectively.
A "forcing" approach (76.8%) was favored in one pairing with the 
"harmonizing" approach (15.9%). "Forcing" (82.9%) was preferred in one 
pairing over "avoiding" (11.0%), but "avoiding" (48.8%) was preferred 
in the second pairing (30.5%). There were 17 non-respondents or 20.7 
percent. The statements, number 79 read: "I stay away from situations
in which there is anger and hostility" (avoiding) and "I try to achieve 
my goals regardless of the other's feelings" (forcing). There was a 
hesitancy by respondents to commit themselves to either statement in 
the case of the 17 non-respondents.
The "avoiding" approach was preferred in one pairing each with the 
"negotiating" and "forcing" approaches. When paired with "integrating" 
and "harmonizing", "avoiding" was not selected as a viable conflict 
handling approach.
The conflict handling approach that superintendents and school 
board members used as the primary approach was the "integrating" 
approach. Garman (1982:10) described the "integrating" approach as 
being high on both concern for relationships and concern for goals.
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The two approaches superintendents and school board members favored 
after the "integrating" approach were "negotiating" and "harmonizing". 
The "negotiating" approach is moderate while the "harmonizing" approach 
is opposite from "forcing". "Negotiating" is a middle ground style, 
aimed at achieving compromise while the "harmonizing" approach is high 
in concern for people, feelings, and smooth working relationships, while 
low in concern for goals and position. "Forcing" and "avoiding" were 
low level selections for the two respondent groups. The "forcing" 
approach is high in its concern for accomplishing goals and establish­
ing position, but low in its concern for feelings and smooth working 
relationships. It is assertive, aggressive, and competitive. "Avoid­
ing" is low on both concern for relationships and concern for goals.
It is aimed at not becoming involved with conflict and the strong feel­
ings it may generate (Garman 1982:10).
Rahim (1986:17) described "integrating" style of handling inter­
personal conflict as "involving collaboration between the parties, i.e., 
openness, exchange of information, and examination of differences to 
reach a solution acceptable to both parties." Rahim (1986:18) quoted 
Prein (1976) as suggesting that this (integrating) style has two dis­
tinctive elements: confrontation and problem solving. Confrontation
involves open and direct communication which should make way for 
problem solving. As a result, it may lead to creative solutions to 
problems. In regard to bargaining and compromising (negotiating),
Rahim (1986:62-63) says that if both are "exclusively utilized as a 
method of conflict resolution there is a possibility that both parties 
will perceive themselves as partly losers after the cessation of con­
flict. "Antagonistic feelings toward each other may result and affect
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the generation and resolution of another conflict. However, if the 
parties use problem-solving or integrating style to deal with their 
conflict, Rahim says that this may reduce the psychological distance 
between them and lead to a greater commitment to the agreement reached 
between the parties.
Thomas (1979) in Thomas and Tymon, Jr. (1985:340-341) elaborated
on "collaboaration" (integrating) conflict-handling mode. He said:
"Collaboaration involves the following steps:
(1) confronting the conflict; (2) identifying 
the underlying concerns of the parties - getting 
beneath the positions they have taken to under­
stand facts or needs that have led them to take 
those positions; (3) posing the conflict as a 
problem - namely, is there a way that both parties' 
underlying concerns can be reconciled or satisfied?
(4) problem solving to find alternatives that would 
satisfy both parties; and (5) selecting the most 
jointly satisfactory alternative.
In research question number seven, strategies employed by super-
intendents and school board members to create non-conflict patterns 
were addressed through a series of statements in which the respondents 
evaluated on a five-point scale from "most important" to "least 
important." Tables 38 and 39 summarized the data through the number 
and percentage of respondents in each point of the scale. Also, a 
mean was calculated to pinpoint on the scale where the main consensus 
was.
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Table 38
Number, Percentage, and Mean Responses of Superintendents 
to Strategies Employed by Superintendents 
and School Board Members to Create Non-Conflict Patterns
Strategy
Most
Important
Least
Important
5 4 3 2 1 NR
The board's role 
is setting policy N 13 4
% 76.5 . 23.5
Mn 4.76
The superinten­
dent's role is 
implementing 
policy.
N 14 3
% 82.4 7.6
Mn 4.82
Board members are 
responsible for 
doing their home­
work so they can 
make informed 
decisions.
N 9 8
% 52.9 47.1
Mn 4.53
Confidentiality is 
essential between 
school boards and 
superintendents in 
matters pertaining 
to school personnel 
and negotiations.
N 15 2
% 88.2 11.8
Mn 4.88
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Table 38
(Continued)
Strategy
Most Least 
Important Important
5 4 3 2 1 NR
School boards 
should support 
the superintendent 
fully publicly and 
privately after 
decisions have been 
reached.
N 10 5 2
% 58.8 29.4 11.8
Mn 4.47
The superintendent 
should develop the 
formal board 
agenda. 52.9 23.5 23.5
4.29Mn
Board members and 
superintendents 
should periodically 
attend state and 
national conven­
tions .
47.1 29.4 17.6
4.12Mn
Evaluations of 
the superintendent 
should be based on 
objectives and 
honest assessment 
of professional 
performance.
8 8 . 2
4.82Mn
189
Table 38
(Continued)
Strategy
Most
Important
Least
Important
5 4 3 2 1 NR
The superintendent 
advocates self- 
evaluation by 
the board. 35.3 35.323.5
The school board 
and superintendent 
establish clearly 
understood goals 
for the district.
N 11 5 1
% 64.7 29.4 5.9
Mn 4.69
The duties and 
responsibilities 
of the superin­
tendent are 
clearly delineated 
by the board.
58.8 35.3
4.53Mn
The competence 
of the superinten­
dent is valued by 
the board. 70.6 23.5
4.65Mn
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Table 38
(Continued)
Strategy
M°st Least 
Important Important
5 4 3 • 2 1 NR
The political 
wisdom of the boarc N 
is respected by —  
the superintendent. „ 47.1 41.2
4.44Mn
Written and oral 
communication is 
a two-way process 
between superin­
tendent and board. 76.5 23.5
4.76Mn
There are no 
surprises emanating 
from either the 
school board or 
superintendent.
N 14 2 1
% 82.4 11.8 5.9
Mn 4.88
The board members 
and superintendent 
solve problems and 
make decisions 
together. 70.6 23.5
4.65Mn
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Table 38
(Continued)
Strategy
Most
Important
Least
Important
5 4 3 2 1 NR
Orientation 
meetings are con­
ducted for new 
board members.
N 9 5 1 1 1
% 52.9 29.4 5.9 5.9 5.9
Mn 4.38
Members of the 
board work together 
as a team rather 
than as a 
collection of 
individuals.
N 13 3 1
% 76.5 17.6 5.9
Mn 4.81
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Table 39
Number, Percentage, and Mean Responses by School Board Members 
to Strategies Employed by Superintendents and School Board Members
to Create Non-Conflict Patterns
Strategy
Most Least 
Important Important
5 4 3 2 1 NR'
The board's role 
is setting policy. N 68 10 4
% 82.9 12.2 4.9
In 4.78
The superinten­
dent's role is 
implementing 
policy.
N 69 10 3
% 84.1 12.2 3.7
In 4.80
Board members are 
responsible for 
doing their 
homework so they 
can make informed 
decisions.
N 67 13 1 1
% 81.7 15.9 1.2 1.2
in 4.85
Confidentiality is 
essential between 
school boards 
and superintendents 
in matters 
pertaining to 
school personnel 
and negotiations.
N 73 7 1 1
% 89.0 8.5 1.2 1.2
in 4.85
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Table 39
(Continued)
Strategy
Most
Important
Least
Important
5 4 3 2 1 NR
School boards 
should support 
the superintenden 
fully publicly 
and privately
N 56 18 6 2
% 68.3 22.0 7.3 2.4
after decisions 
have been 
reached.
Mn 4.54
The superintendent 
should develop the 
formal board 
agenda.
N 27 25 23 4 3
% 32.9 30.5 28.0 4.9 3.7
Mn 3.84
Board members 
and superintendent 
should periodica] 
attend state and 
national conven­
tions .
£ N 30 23 17 8 4
J
Z 36.6 28.0 20.7 9.8 4.9
Mn 3.82
Evaluation of the 
superintendent 
should be based 
on objective and 
honest assessment 
of professional 
performance.
15
76.8 18.3
4.72Mn
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Table 39
(Continued)
Strategy
Most Least 
Important Important
5 4 3 2 1 NR
The superintendent 
advocates self- 
evaluation by the 
board.
24
29.335.4
The school board 
and superintendent 
establish clearly 
understood goals 
for the district. 20.7
The duties and 
responsibilities 
of the superin­
tendent are 
clearly delineated 
by the board.
21 14
25.6 17.1
The competence of 
the superintendent 
is valued by the 
board.
15
18.3
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Table 39
(Continued)
Strategy
Most
Important
Least 
Imp ortant
5 4 3 2 1 NR
The political 
wisdom of the 
board is
respected by the 
superintendent.
N 33 28 13 4 4
Z 40.2 34.1 15.9 4.9 4.9
Mn -P- o o
Written and oral 
communication 
is a two-way 
process between 
superintendent 
and board.
N 55 21 5 1
% 67.1 25.6 6.1 1.2
Mn 4.59
There are no 
surprises 
emanating from 
either the school 
board or super­
intendent .
N 54 20 7 1
Z 65.9 24.4 8.5 1.2
Mn 4.55
The board members 
and superintendent! 
solve problems 
and make decisions 
together.
N 51 25 4 2
Z 62.2 30.5 4.9 2.4
Mn 4.52
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Tablp  39
(Continued)
Strategy
Most Least 
Important Important
5 4 3 2 1 NR
Orientation 
meetings are con­
ducted for new 
school board 
members.
N 34 27 17 3 1
% 41.5 32.9 20.7 3.7 1.2
Sin 4.10
Members of the 
board work 
together as a team 
rather than as a 
collection of 
individuals•
N 51 20 8 2 1
% 62.2 24.4 9.8 2.4 1.2
Mn 4.44
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In the two statements: 1) The board's role is setting policy; and
2) The superintendent's role is implementing policy; superintendents 
and school boards overwhelmingly indicated that these statements were 
"most important" as non-conflict producing patterns. Superintendents 
(76.5%) and school board members (82.9%) agreed that the board's role 
is that of setting policy. Both respondent groups agreed as "most 
important" that the superintendent's role is that of implementing 
policy-superintendents response was 82.4 percent and school board 
members responses were 84.1 percent.
The statement "Board members are responsible for doing their home­
work so they can make informed decisions" was given a "most important" 
rating by school board members with a 81.7 percent response and a 4.85 
mean rating. Superintendents split their responses between "most im­
portant" and "important" rating. Fifty-two and nine-tenths percent 
rated it "most important" and 47.1 percent rated it "important", a mean 
rating of 4.52 was derived.
Superintendents (88.2%) and school board members (89.0%) said that 
"confidentiality is essential in matters pertaining to school personnel 
and negotiations." The mean response for each group was 4.88 for super­
intendents and 4.85 for school board members.
"School boards should support the superintendent fully publicly 
and privately after decisions have been reached." In this statement, 
superintendents' responses ranged from a neutral position (11.8%) to a 
"most important" position (58.8%) and a mean response of 4.47. School 
board members (68.3%) saw this statement as "most important" however 
7.3 percent and 2.4 percent ranged from a neutral position to a lesser 
important position, respectively. The majority of both respondent
198
groups agreed that it was a very important strategy but a distribution 
of respondents was evident on other points on the scale.
Disagreement was clearly evident between superintendents and 
school board members on the strategy which stated, "The superintendent 
should develop the formal board agenda." School board members (32.9%) 
rated it as "most important" and 30.5 percent rated it as "important". 
Twenty-eight percent remained neutral, 4.9 percent said "less important?', 
and 3.7 percent rated it as "least important". The mean response was 
3.84. Superintendents (52.9%) rated this strategy as "most important" 
and 23.5 percent as "important" and the same percentage remained 
neutral. Overall, superintendents said that development of the formal 
agenda was their own responsibility while the school board disagreed, 
primarily from the "most important" point on the scale.
Superintendents and school board members said that it was impor­
tant for both groups to periodically attend state and national con­
ventions. Superintendents (47.1%) rated it as "most important" while 
school board members rated it on the same scale at 36.6 percent. The 
"important" scale showed 28.0 percent of school board members and 29.4 
percent of superintendents in agreement. Overall board members placed 
less emphasis on this strategy than superintendents.
The "evaluations of the superintendent should be based on objec­
tive and honest assessment of professional performance" strategy was 
agreed to overwhelmingly by superintendents (88.2%) and school board 
members (76.8%) on the "most important" point on the scale. School 
board members' mean response was 4.72 and superintendents' was 4.82. 
Fifteen of the 17 superintendents felt this strategy was "most impor­
tant" .
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Both respondent groups agreed to disagree on the strategy. "The 
superintendent advocates self-evaluation by the board." Superintendents 
rated it 23.5 percent on the "most important" scale; 35.3 percent 
"important"; and 35.3 percent "neutral". There was one "no response". 
The school board, on the other hand, showed 26.8 percent on "most 
important"; 35.4 percent on "important"; 29.3 percent "neutral"; 3.7 
percent assigned it a "less important"; and 1.2 percent "least impor­
tant". There were 3 "no responses" (3.7%). The mean for both groups 
was 3.86 for school board members and 3.88 for superintendents.
The "establishment of clearly understood goals" was agreed by both 
groups on the two important points on the scale. Combined percentages 
showed superintendents (94.1%) and school board members (95.1%) agree­
ment on this strategy. The mean response was 4.69 and 4.68, respec­
tively.
"The duties and responsibilities of the superintendent are clearly 
delineated by the board". This strategy was rated "most important" by 
58.8 percent of superintendents and 56.1 percent of school board 
members. Sixteen of the 17 superintendents rated this item either 
"important" or "most important". Sixty-seven of the 82 school board 
respondents rated this item the same as superintendents. Fourteen 
school board members and only 1 superintendent were neutral.
Both respondent groups said that "the competence of the superin­
tendent is valued by the board". Between 70-80 percent of both groups 
rated this item as "most important". The mean response for superin­
tendents was 4.65 and 4.73 for school board members.
School board members (40.2%) felt that "the political wisdom of 
the board is respected by the superintendent" while superintendents
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(47.1%) indicated the same on the "most important" point on the scale. 
Thirteen school board members indicated a "neutral" position. One 
superintendent established a "neutral" position.
One hundred percent of the superintendents said that "written and 
oral communication is a two-way process between superintendent and 
board" was "important" to "most important". On the same two points on 
the scale, school board members (92.7%) agreed with superintendents.
Superintendents (82.4%) at "most important" point on the scale, 
endorsed the strategy, "there are no surprises emanating from either 
the school board or superintendent." School board members (65.9%) on 
the other hand, agreed. Twenty school board members (24.4%) marked the 
scale at "important".
Both groups agreed that "the board members and superintendents 
solve problems and make decisions together strategy is "important" to 
"most important." Board members (92.7%) and superintendents (94.1%) 
provided a combined endorsement of this strategy.
A distribution of responses from both groups was indicated on the 
strategy, "orientation meetings are conducted for new school board 
members." On the "most important" scale, 41.5 percent of school board 
members responded and 52.9 percent of superintendents. On the 
"important" scale, 32.9 percent of school board members and 29.4 per­
cent of superintendents responded. Seventeen school board members 
(20.7%) remained "neutral" and one superintendent (5.9%) did the same. 
On the "less important" to "least important" scales, 4.9 percent of 
school board members and 5.9 percent of superintendents responded. The 
mean response was in the 4.10 to 4.38 range.
"Members of the board work together as a team rather than as a
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collection of individuals" strategy was agreed to as "important" to 
"most important" by 94.1 percent of superintendents and 86.6 percent. 
The mean response was 4.44 for school board members and 4.81 for super­
intendents .
Research question five stated: Are there differences in the
nature of conflict situations according to the size of the school 
district? The seventeen Nevada school districts were divided into 
three groupings using student enrollment for 1986-87 as the criteria 
for the groupings. The three groupings were: small district (1 -
1,999 students enrolled); medium size (2,000 - 5,999 students enrolled); 
and large-size (6,000 - 100,000 students enrolled). Table 40 showed 
school districts grouped according to student enrollment.
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Table 40
Nevada School Districts Grouped 
According to Size
School District Student Enrollment
Small
Esmeralda
Eureka
Storey
Pershing
Lincoln
Lander
Mineral
White Pine
78
107
280
709
874
1,033
1,168
1,425
Medium
Humboldt
Nye
Churchill 
Lyon 
Doug las 
Elko 
Carson
2,228
2,632
3,033
3,351
4,429
5,003
5,568
Large
Washoe
Clark
33,721
95,412
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To determine if there were differences in the nature of conflict 
situations among districts when grouped according to district size; 
data were analyzed from research question one - What are the issues 
that cause conflict? and research question six - What other reasons 
exist in the nature of conflict between school boards and superinten­
dents ?.
Data were compiled by school district size on the issues that 
cause conflict between school board members and superintendents. Table 
41 showed a comparison of responses by issue for each group as 
responded to by superintendents.
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Each subsequent table was arranged by school district size and the 
top ten conflict issues were ranked according to response frequencies. 
Table 42 displayed data of small-sized school districts. Table 43 
displayed data of medium-sized school districts and table 44 showed data 
from large-sized school districts.
Table 42
Issues That Cause Conflict in 
Small-Sized School Districts 
as Reported by Superintendents
Issue Rank Frequency (N8) %
Total Group 
Frequency
(N17)
%
Role and responsibility of 
school board
1 5 62.5 11 64.7
Communications failure 2 4 50.0 8 47.1
Hidden agendas 2 4 50.0 5 29.4
Reduction in force (RIFs) 
and budget cutbacks 3 3 37.5 3 17.6
Performance expectations 3 3 37.5 5 29.4
Differences over method of 
management 3 3 37.5 8 47.1
Role and responsibility 
of the superintendent 3 3 37.5 6 35.3
Impact of community( pressure 
groups on the school 
district 3 3 37.5 6 35.3
Surprise items/information 
at board meetings 3 3 37.5 7 41.2
Evaluation of the 
superintendent 3 3 37.5 5 29.4
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Superintendents in small-sized school districts identified "Role 
and responsibility of the school board" as the primary issue that causes 
conflict between school boards and superintendents. "Communications 
failure" ranked second with superintendents along with "hidden agenda". 
The total superintendent response matched the two top ranked issues of 
"role and responsibility of the school board" and "communications 
failure". The "hidden agendas" issue had ranked fifth with the total 
response group. Seven issues received the same frequency responses 
and were ranked third by the eight superintendents of small-sized 
school districts. They were: 1) Reduction in force (RIFs) and budget
cutbacks (ranked 7th by total group); 2) Performance expectations 
(ranked 5th by total group); 3) Differences over method of management 
(ranked 2nd by total group); 4) Role and responsibility of the super­
intendent (ranked 4th by total group); 5) Impact of community pressure 
groups on the school district (ranked 4th by total group); 6) Surprise 
items/information at board meetings (ranked 3rd by the total group); 
and 7) Evaluation of the superintendent (ranked 5th by the total group).
When small-sized school district superintendent and school board 
member responses were compared; superintendents ranked the "Role and 
responsibility of the school board" issue as the primary issue while 
school board members ranked "communications failure" as the primary 
issue that causes conflict.
Superintendents ranked "Hidden agendas" issue second but school 
board members did not rank it in their top ten list. School board mem­
bers did not include "Reduction in force (RIFs) and budget cutbacks" as 
a top ranked issue but superintendents ranked it third among six other 
conflict issues. Superintendents and school board members of small­
209
sized school districts agreed on the following conflict issues. They 
were: 1) Performance expectations; 2) Differences over method of 
management; 3) Role and responsibility of the superintendent; 4) Impact 
of community pressure groups on the school district; 5) Surprise items/ 
information at school board meetings; and 6) Evaluation of the super­
intendents .
2 1 0
Table 43
Issues That Cause Conflict in 
Medium-Sized School Districts 
as Reported by Superintendents
Issue Rank Frequency (N7) %
Total Group(N17) 
Frequency %
Role and responsibility of 
the superintendent 1 4 57.1 11 64.7
Administrative reorgani­
zation 1 4 57.1 7 41.2
Communications failure 2 3 42.9 8 47.1
Differences over method 
of management 2 3 42.9 8 47.1
Impact of community 
pressure groups on the 
school district 2 3 42.9 6 35.3
Surprise items/infor­
mation at board 
meetings 2 3 42.9 7 41.2
Superintendents in medium-sized school districts identified "Role 
and responsibility of the school board" as the primary issue that causes 
conflict. This response received the same rank as from superintendents 
from small-sized school districts. Superintendents identified "Admin­
istrative reorganization" also, as the number one issue along with the 
"Role and responsibility of the school board" issue. Small school 
districts did not rank "Administrative reorganization" as an issue.
Four issues were ranked second by superintendents. They were: 1) Com­
munications failure; 2) Differences over method of management; 3)
Impact of community pressure groups on the school district; and 4) Sur­
prise items/information at board meetings.
When medium-sized school district superintendent and school board 
member responses were compared; superintendents ranked the "Role and 
responsibility of the school board" issue as the primary issue while 
school board members ranked "Communications failure" and "Administra­
tive reorganization" as their top issues. Both groups agreed that 
"Impact of community pressure groups on the school district" and 
"Surprise item/information at school board meetings" and "Differences 
over method of management" issues were issues that cause conflict. 
Superintendents identified "Student exclusions, expulsions, and 
suspensions from school;" "Collective bargaining with employee groups"; 
"Participation in the budget building process"; "Rezoning of students 
to alleviate overcrowding"; "Preparation periods for teachers"; and 
"Graduation requirements;" issues were not ranked high by school board 
members.
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Table 44
Issues That Cause Conflict in
Large-Sized School Districts
as Reported by Superintendents
Issue Rank Frequency (N2) %
Total Group 
Frequency
(N17)
%
Differences over method of 
management 1 2 100.0 8 47.1
Role and responsibility of 
the school board 1 2 100.0 •11 64.7
Administrative reorganization 1 2 100.0 7 41.2
Communications failure 2 1 50.0 8 47.1
Performance expectations 2 1 50.0 5 29.4
Role and responsibility of 
the superintendent 2 1 50.0 6 35.3
Collective bargaining with 
employee groups 2 1 50.0 5 29.4
Participation in the budget 
building process 2 1 50.0 4 23.5
Rezoning of students to 
alleviate overcrowding 2 1 50.0 3 17.6
Preparation periods for 
teachers 2 1 50.0 3 17.6
Sharing information from a 
variety of sources 2 1 50.0 2 11.8
Surprise items/information 
at school board meetings 2 1 50.0 7 41.2
Personality clashes in 
school board meetings 2 1 50.0 4 23.5
Value and goal differences 2 1 50.0 5 29.4
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Superintendents in the two largest school districts ranked three 
issues as the primary issues that cause conflict. They were: 1) "Dif­
ferences over method of management"; 2) "Role and responsibility of the 
school board"; and 3) "Administrative reorganization". There were 
eleven issues that received one response each from the two superinten­
dents of the two large school districts. The issues were listed in 
numerical order, not rank order, were:
1) Communications failure
2) Performance expectations
3) Role and responsibility of the superintendent
4) Collective bargaining with employee groups
5) Participation in the budget building process
6) Rezoning of students to alleviate overcrowding
7) Preparation periods for teachers
8) Sharing information from variety of sources
9) Surprise item/information at school board meetings
10) Personality clashes in school board meetings
11) Value and goal differences
When large-sized school district superintendent and school board member 
responses were compared; superintendents ranked "Differences over 
method of management", "Role and responsibility of the school board", 
and "Administrative reorganization" as their top issues. School board 
members in large districts identified "Administrative reorganization", 
"Communications failure" and "Performance expectations" as their top 
issues. School board members mentioned "Hidden agendas" as an issue of 
conflict, however, superintendents did not consider it to be an issue. 
Superintendents did not identify "Graduation requirements" as an issue, 
whereas school board members ranked it fifth.
Responses by school board members were compiled and presented in 
the same manner as data were for superintendents according to school 
district size. Table 45 showed a comparison of responses by issue for 
each group as responded to by school board members.
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Each subsequent table was arranged by school district size. The 
top ten conflict issues were ranked according to response frequencies. 
Table 46 presented data of small-sized school districts. Table 47 
presented data of medium-sized school districts and Table 48 showed data 
from large-sized school districts.
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Table 46
Issues That Cause Conflict
in Small-Sized School Districts
as Reported by School Board Members
Issue Rank Frequency (N32) %
Total Group 
Frequency
(N82)
%
Communications failure 1 16 50.0 40 48.8
Performance expectations 2 15 46.9 38 46.3
Differences over method of 
management 3 14 43.8 34 41.5
Sharing information from 
variety of sources 4 12 37.5 31 37.8
Surprise items/information 
at board meetings 4 12 37.5 24 29.3
Role and responsibility of 
the superintendent 5 11 34.3 30 36.6
Evaluation of the super­
intendent 6 10 31.3 26 31.7
Value and goal differences 6 10 31.3 26 31.7
Role and responsibility of 
school board 7 9 28.1 27 32.9
Impact of community pressure 
groups on the school 
district 7 9 28.1 17 20.7
School board members in small school districts identified 
"Communications failure" as the primary issue that cause conflict. This 
issue agreed with the total group's response on the same issue. There 
were also agreement between the two groups in the issues of "Perfor­
mance expectations", "Differences over method of management", and 
"Sharing information from variety of sources." "Surprise items/ 
information at board meetings" was ranked fourth by school board mem­
bers in small districts and eighth by the total group. The two groups 
agreed that the issue "Role and responsibility of the superintendent" 
was an important conflict issue. "Evaluation of the superintendent" 
and "Value and goal differences" were ranked sixth by school board 
members in small districts and seventh by the total group. "Role and 
responsibility of the school board" and "Impact of community pressure 
groups on the school district" rounded out the top ten issues. The 
total group response had ranked the "Role and responsibility of the 
school board" sixth while "Impact of community pressure groups on the 
school districts" ranked twelfth.
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Table 4 7
Issues That Cause Conflict in
Medium-Sized School Districts
as Reported by School Board Members
Issue Rank Frequency (N38) %
Total Group 
Frequency
(N82)
%
Communications failure 1 17 44.7 40 48.8
Administrative reorgani­
zation 1 17 44.7 31 37.8
Performance expectations 2 16 42.1 38 46.3
Role and responsibility 
of the school board 2 16 42.1 27 32.9
Differences over method of 
management 3 15 39.5 34 41.5
Role and responsibility of 
the superintendent 3 15 39.5 30 36.6
Sharing information from 
a variety of sources 3 15 39.5 31 37.8
Evaluation of the super­
intendent 4 14 36.8 26 31.7
Personality clashes at 
board meetings ' 5 13 34.2 21 25.6
Value and goal differences 5 13 34.2 26 31.7
School board members in medium-sized school districts identified 
"communications failure" as the primary issue that causes conflict.
This response corresponded to the small districts' and total group's 
choice. "Administrative reorganization" ranked first with "Communica­
tion failure" among school board members in medium-sized school 
districts. "Performance expectations" and "Role and responsibility of 
the school board" were ranked second. The total school board members' 
group ranked "Performance expectations" second and "Role and responsi­
bility of the school board" sixth. Small school districts agreed with 
"Performance expectations" as an important issue, but they ranked "Role 
and responsibility of the school board" seventh in performance. Three 
issues were ranked third by medium-sized districts. They were: 
"Differences over method of management"; "Role and responsibiltiy of 
the superintendent"; and "Sharing information from variety of sources". 
The same issues were identified in the top ten by school board members 
of small districts and by the total school board member response group. 
The "Evaluation of the superintendent" was ranked fourth by the medium­
sized school district respondents and seventh by the total school board 
response group. It was ranked sixth by small school districts. The 
fifth ranked issues by school board members of medium-sized districts 
were: "Personality clashes in school board meetings" and "Value and
goal differences". "Personality clashes in school board meetings" 
issue was not a top ranked issue by board members in small-sized 
school districts and it was ranked ninth by the total response group. 
The issue "Surprise items/information at board meetings" was ranked 
fourth by small-sized school districts but was not in the top ten 
issues in medium-sized district responses. "Impact of community
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presssure groups" issue was important to small districts but not to 
medium-sized districts.
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Table 48
Issues That Cause Conflict in 
Large-Sized School Districts 
as Reported by School Board Members
Issue Rank Frequency (N 12) %
Total Group 
Frequency
(N82)
%
Administrative
reorganization 1 8 66.7 31 37.8
Communications failure 2 7 58.3 40 48.8
Performance expectations 2 7 58.3 38 46.3
Differences over method of 
management 3 5 41.7 34 41.5
Hidden agendas 3 5 41.7 21 25.6
Role and responsibility 
of the superintendent 4 4 33.3 30 36.6
Sharing information from 
variety of sources 4 4 33.3 31 37.8
Collective bargaining with 
employee groups 5 3 25.0 19 23.2
Graduation requirements 5 3 25.0 18 22.0
Value and goal differences 5 3 25.0 26 31.7
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School board members in large-sized school districts identified 
"Administrative reorganization" as the number one issue that causes 
conflict. "Communications failure" and "Performance expectations" were 
ranked second. "Differences over method of management" was ranked 
third by all four respondent groups. Large-sized school districts 
ranked "Hidden agendas" fourth. Neither small nor medium-sized 
districts ranked "Hidden agendas" in their top ten issues list.
"Hidden agendas" was ranked ninth by the total school board members' 
group. "Role and responsibility of the superintendent" and "Sharing 
information from variety of sources" issues were ranked fourth by 
large-sized school districts. Large-sized school districts ranked 
"Collective bargaining with employee groups" and "Graduation require­
ments" issues as top ten issues. The same issues did not appear in the 
other two groups' top ten rankings. "Value and goal differences” issue 
was ranked fifth by large-sized districts and medium-sized districts 
and seventh overall by the total response group.
Research question six addressed'trait issues that could cause con­
flict between superintendents and school board members. The trait 
issues considered were:
-lack of trust 
-lack of personality 
-lack of integrity 
-religious affiliation 
-lack of sincerity 
-political affiliation 
-lack of expertise 
-lack of rapport 
-lack of respect 
-lack of leadership 
-lack of credibility 
-lack of communication
Data were analyzed to determine if there were differences in the 
nature of conflict situations among districts grouped according to
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small, medium, and large size. Tables 49, 50, and 51 presented data 
by superintendents and Tables 52, 53, and 54 presented data by school 
board members to respond to this question.
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Table 49
Presentation of Trait Issues Causing Conflict Between 
Superintendents and School Board Members 
as Responded to by Superintendents 
of Small-Sized School Districts
Traits
Percentage Response
Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree
No
Reply
Lack of Trust 25.0 50.0 12.5 0.0 12.5 0
Lack of Personality 25.0 25.0 25.0 12.5 12.5 0
Lack of Integrity 37.5 37.5 12.5 0.0 12.5 0
Religious Affiliation 12.5 37.5 25.0 12.5 12.5 0
Lack of Sincerity 25.0 50.0 0.0 12.5 12.5 0
Lack of Communication 50.0 12.5 12.5 0.0 12.5 1
Political Affiliation 0.0 12.5 37.5 25.0 25.0 0
Lack of Expertise 25.0 50.0 12.5 0.0 12.5 0
Lack of Rapport 25.0 50.0 12.5 0.0 12.5 0
Lack of Respect 50.0 25.0 12.5 0.0 12.5 0
Lack of Leadership 37.5 37.5 12.5 0.0 12.5 0
Lack of Credibility 37.5 37.5 12.5 0.0 12.5 0
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Seventy-five percent of the superintendents' combined responses in
the agree and strongly agree columns identified the following trait
issues as contributors to conflict.
-Lack of Trust 
-Lack of Integrity 
-Lack of Sincerity 
-Lack of Expertise 
-Lack of Rapport 
-Lack of Respect 
-Lack of Leadership 
-Lack of Credibility
"Lack of communication" (62.5%) and "lack of personality" (50.0%) 
trait issues were identified as contributors to conflict as well. The 
"religious affiliation" issue showed a neutral to agree response by 
superintendents. The "political affiliation" issue showed a neutral to 
disagree response by superintendents.
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Table 50
Presentation of Trait Issues Causing Conflict Between 
Superintendents and School Board Members 
as Responded to by Superintendents 
of Medium-Sized School Districts
Traits
Percentage Response 
Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree
Strongly
Disagree
No
Reply
Lack of Trust 14.3 28.6 14.3 28.6 14.3 0
Lack of Personality 0.0 0.0 42.9 57.1 0.0 0
Lack of Integrity 14.3 0.0 28.6 42.9 14.3 0
Religious Affiliation 0.0 0.0 57.1 14.3 28.6 0
Lack of Sincerity 0.0 28.6 14.3 42.9 14.3 0
Lack of Communication 28.6 14.3 14.3 14.3 28.6 0
Political Affiliation 0.0 0.0 42.9 28.6 28.6 0
Lack of Expertise 0.0 14.3 42.9 42.9 0.0 0
Lack of Rapport 14.3 0.0 28.6 57.1 0.0 0
Lack of Respect 0.0 0.0 42.9 42.9 14.3 0
Lack of Leadership 14.3 14.3 14.3 42.9 14.3 0
Lack of Credibility 14.3 14.3 14.3 42.9 14.3 0
Superintendents in medium-sized school districts were neutral in 
the "lack of communication" issue. They both strongly agreed (28.6%) 
and strongly disagreed (28.6%) on this issue. The "lack of trust" issue 
showed a 42.9 percent in the agree and strongly agree columns, however 
the same 42.9 percent were evident in the neutral and disagree columns. 
The "lack of personality" issue showed superintendents in a neutral 
(42.9%) position and 57.1 percent in the disagree column on this issue. 
The same was evident (71.5%) for the "lack of integrity" issue. Forty- 
two and nine-tenths percent (42.9%) of the superintendents disagreed 
that "lack of sincerity" was a trait issue contributing to conflict. 
Superintendents also ranged from neutral to disagree (85.7%) in the 
issues of "lack of expertise, "lack of rapport", and "lack of respect". 
The trait issues, "lack of leadership" and "lack of credibility" each 
were identified as issues by 28.6 percent of the respondents, however, 
42.9 percent disagreed. The "religious and political affiliation" 
issues ranged from neutral (57.1%) to neutral/disagree (71.5%).
The superintendent respondents from medium-sized school districts 
showed a significant departure from the total superintendent sample 
in all issues except for "religious affiliation" and "political 
affiliation." There was agreement on these two issues. On the other 
issues, superintendents from medium-sized school districts disagreed 
that the trait issues were contributors to conflict.
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Table 51
Presentation of Trait Issues Causing Conflict 
Superintendents and School Board Members 
as Responded to by Superintendents 
of Large-Sized School Districts
Between
Percentage Response
Traits
Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree
Strongly
Disagree
No
Reply
Lack of Trust 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Lack of Personality 50.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0
Lack of Integrity 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Religious Affiliation 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0
Lack of Sincerity 50.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0
Lack of Communication 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Political Affiliation 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 0
Lack of Expertise 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Lack of Rapport 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Lack of Respect 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Lack of Leadership 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Lack of Credibility 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
2 3 1
The two superintendents of the largest school districts responded 
to the trait issues in the following manner:
Trait Issues Response
Lack of Trust Strongly Agree to Agree
Lack of Personality Strongly Agree
Lack of Integrity Strongly Agree to Agree
Religious Affiliation Neutral to Disagree
Lack of Sincerity Strongly Agree
Lack of Communication Strongly Agree to Agree
Political Affiliation Neutral to Strongly Disagree
Lack of Expertise Strongly Agree to Agree
Lack of Rapport Strongly Agree to Agree
Lack of Respect Strongly Agree to Agree
Lack of Leadership Strongly Agree to Agree
Lack of Credibility Strongly Agree to Agree
The "lack of personality" and "lack of sincerity" trait issues 
showed a 50 percent strongly agree rating however, there was a 50 per­
cent disagree rating for each. Unlike the suerintendents from medium­
sized school districts; superintendents from large-sized school 
districts agreed to strongly agreed that the majority of the trait 
issues were contributors to conflict.
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Table 52
Presentation of Trait Issues Causing Conflict Between 
Superintendents and School Board Members 
as Responded to by School Board Members 
of Small-Sized School Districts
Traits
Percentage Response 
Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree
Strongly
Disagree
No
Reply
Lack of Trust 46.9 25.0 12.5 6.3 6.3 3.1
Lack of Personality 9.4 28.1 40.6 15.6 3.1 3.1
Lack of Integrity 40.6 21.9 18.8 9.4 6.3 3.1
Religious Affiliation 6.3 9.4 34.4 15.6 28.1 6.3
Lack of Sincerity 34.4 31.3 18.8 3.1 9.4 3.1
Lack of Communication 46.9 25.0 9.4 12.5 3.1 3.1
Political Affiliation 3.1 3.1 37.5 18.8 31.3 6.3
Lack of Expertise 18.8 34.4 25.0 12.5 3.1 6.3
Lack of Rapport 12.5 53.1 18.8 12.5 0.0 3.1
Lack of Respect 25.0 37.5 21.9 6.3 6.3 3.1
Lack of Leadership 37.5 34.4 12.5 9.4 3.1 3.1
Lack of Credibility 40.6 21.9 21.9 6.3 6.3 3.1
School board members in small-sized school districts strongly 
agreed that "lack of trust" (46.9%), and "lack of communication"
(46.9%) were two trait issues that cause conflict. When agree and 
strongly agree columns were combined "lack of integrity" (62.5%), "lack 
of sincerity" (65.7%), "lack of respect" (62.5%), "lack of leadership" 
(71.9%), and "lack of credibility" (62.5%) were trait issues identified 
as critical conflict issues. The "lack of leadership" (71.9%) issue 
was identified as the issue of major importance by school board members 
of small school districts. "Lack of rapport" received a strong 53.1 
percent agree response. In the "religious and political affiliation" 
issues, school board members respondents showed a tendency from a 
neutral to a strongly disagree position. The "lack of personality" 
trait issue was assigned a neutral position with a 40.6 percent 
response. The "lack of expertise" issue showed a 53.2 percent response 
when agree and strongly agree columns were combined.
Table 53
Presentation of Trait Issues Causing Conflict Between 
Superintendents and School Board Members 
as Responded to by School Board Members 
of Medium-Sized School Districts
Traits
Percentage Response
Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree
No
Reply
Lack of Trust 44.7 10.5 13.2 2.6 15.8 13.2
Lack of Personality 10.5 21.1 28.9 5.3 21.1 13.2
Lack of Integrity 39.5 10.5 18.4 0.0 18.4 13.2
Religious Affiliation 5.3 2.6 36.8 2.6 39.5 13.2
Lack of Sincerity 26.3 23.7 13.2 2.6 18.4 15.8
Lack of Communication 47.4 21.1 7.9 5.3 5.3 13.2
Political Affiliation 7.9 2.6 23.7 10.5 39.5 15.8
Lack of Expertise 39.5 18.4 13.2 7.9 7.9 13.2
Lack of Rapport 23.7 26.3 21.1 2.6 13.2 13.2
Lack of Respect 28.9 21.1 15.8 5.3 15.8 13.2
Lack of Leadership 44.7 18.4 13.2 5.3 5.3 13.2
Lack of Credibility 36.8 18.4 7.9 10.5 13.2 13.2
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Fifty percent of school board members in medium-sized school 
districts whose responses were combined in the agree and strongly agree 
columns identified the following trait issues as contributors to con­
flict. They were: 1) lack of integrity, 2) lack of sincerity, 3) lack
of rapport, and 4) lack of respect. "Lack of trust" and "lack of 
credibility" showed a 55.2 percent response in the strongly agree 
column. School board members showed "lack of expertise" (57.9%) as a 
critical issue. The two issues identified by school board members as 
definite contributors to conflict were "lack of leadership" (63.1%) 
and "lack of communication" (68.5%). Nearly a third of the respondents 
remained neutral on the "lack of personality" (28.9%) trait issue. The 
"religious and political affiliation" issues were not considered to be 
issues contributing to conflict. The responses to these two issues 
ranged from neutral to strongly disagree columns. There were at least 
five non-respondents to each of the trait issues from the medium-sized 
school district sample.
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Table 54
Presentation of Trait Issues Causing Conflict Between 
Superintendents and School Board Members 
as Responded to by School Board Members 
of Large-Sized School Districts
Traits
Percentage Response 
Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree
Strongly
Disagree
No
Reply
Lack of Trust 33.3 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7 0.0
Lack of Personality 16.7 16.7 25.0 16.7 25.0 0.0
Lack of Integrity 33.3 16.7 8.3 16.7 25.0 0.0
Religious Affiliation 0.0 8.3 25.0 16.7 50.0 0.0
Lack of Sincerity 16.7 25.0 16.7 16.7 25.0 0.0
Lack of Communication 25.0 41.9 16.7 8.3 8.3 0.0
Political Affiliation 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 66.7 0.0
Lack of Expertise 25.0 8.3 25.0 8.3 33.3 0.0
Lack of Rapport 25.0 25.0 8.3 8.3 33.3 0.0
»
Lack of Respect 33.3 16.7 8.3 8.3 33.3 0.0
Lack of Leadership 41.7 25.0 8.3 16.7 8.3 0.0
Lack of Credibility 33.3 25.0 0.0 25.0 16.7 0.0
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School board members in large-sized school districts identified 
"lack of communication" (66.7%) and "lack of leadership" (66.7%) as 
the top issues contributing to conflict between school board members 
and superintendents. Fifty percent responses were evident in the agree 
and disagree columns for the following trait issues: 1) lack of trust,
2) lack of integrity, 3) lack of rapport, and 4) lack of respect.
"Lack of credibility" (58.3%) trait issue compared well to the "lack 
of communication" and "lack of leadership" trait issues. An almost 
even distribution of responses throughout the scale on the "lack of 
personality" trait issue showed more of a leaning from the moderate 
to the strongly disagree columns. Again, the "religious and political 
affiliation" issues showed strong neutral to strongly disagree 
responses on the scale. "Lack of sincerity" and "lack of expertise" 
trait issues were neutral issues with board members of large-sized 
school districts.
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CHAPTER 5
Summary, Conclusions, Recommendations, 
and Recommendations for Further Study
Introduction
The purpose of the study was to examine 1) the different percep­
tions of school board members and superintendents regarding the fre­
quency and nature of conflict between them, and 2) the strategies each 
responsive group employed to resolve those conflicts.
The study was guided by the following research questions:
1. What are the issues that cause conflict?
2. How frequently do issues ^ccur or recur that 
cause conflict?
3. To what extent are conflicts not related to 
school issues?
4. What strategies are employed to resolve conflict?
5. Are there differences in the nature of conflict 
situations according to the size of the school 
district?
6. What other reasons exist in the nature of conflict 
between school boards and superintendents?
7. What strategies are employed to create non­
conflict patterns?
Descriptive research techniques were employed for the study. One 
questionnaire was developed for each respondent group which provided 
the means by which to gather the data.
The population for the study was drawn from the 107 school board 
members and the 17 superintendents from the seventeen counties in the
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state of Nevada. Questionnaires were returned by all 17 school district 
superintendents (100%) and by 82 school board members, or 76.6 percent 
of the total sample.
Summary of the Findings
The major findings regarding the nature and frequency of conflict 
between superintendents and school boards and strategies employed to 
resolve conflict were presented:
Research Question Number One
Research question number one was: What are the issues that cause
conflict ?
1. "Communications failure" was the conflict issue ranked 
first (48.8%) by school board members and second (47.1%) by superinten­
dents .
2. "Role and responsibility of the school board" was ranked 
first (64.7%) by superintendents as an issue of conflict.
3. Superintendents (47.1%) identified the issue "differences 
over method of management" second as an issue of conflict and school 
board members (41.5%) ranked it third.
4. Superintendents said that "administrative reorganization" 
(41.2%) and "surprise items/information at board meetings" were issues 
that cause conflict.
5. School board members (37.8%) ranked "sharing information 
from variety of sources" and "administrative reorganization" fourth as 
issues that cause conflict.
6. The "role and responsibility of the superintendent" was 
identified as an issue of conflict by 36.6 percent of superintendents
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and 35.3 percent of school board members.
Research Question Number Two
Research question number two was: How frequently do issues occur
or recur that cause conflict?
1. School board members (47.5%) expressed a high to very 
high degree of concern/importance to their number one identified con­
flict issue, "communications failure".
2. The superintendents' top conflict issue "role and respon­
sibility of the school board" was assigned a high to very high degree 
of concern/importance by 27.3 percent and a low to very low by 37.0 
percent of the respondents.
3. School board members who ranked "role and responsibility 
of the school board" sixth, assigned a high to very high degree of 
concern/importance to the issue (55.6%).
4. School board members (52.6%) expressed a high to very 
high degree of concern/importance to the issue "performance expecta­
tions" .
5. The issues of the "role and responsibility of the super­
intendent" (53.3%), and, "school board" (55.5%) were given a high to 
very high degree of concern/importance by school board members.
6. Over fifty percent of the school board members placed a 
high to very high degree of concern/importance to the following issues: 
"value and goal differences" (53.9%); "collective bargaining with 
employee groups" (52.7%); and "graduation requirements" (55.5%).
7. Superintendents (50.0%) placed a high to very high 
degree of concern/importance to the issue "role and responsibility of 
the superintendent".
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8. Over fifty percent or more of superintendents placed a 
low to very low degree of concern/importance on issues which had been 
ranked among the top ten issues that cause conflict: "communications 
failure" (50.0%); "differences over method of management" (50.0%); 
"administrative reorganization" (57.8%); "surprise•items/information 
at board meetings" (71.5%); "impact of community pressure groups on 
the school district" (66.7%); "performance expectations" (60.0%).
9. Forty percent of superintendents placed a high to very 
high degree of concern/importance to the issue "evaluation of superin­
tendent".
10. "Sharing information from variety of sources" issue was 
placed on the high scale by 50.0 percent of superintendents.
Research Question Number Three
Research question number three was: To what extent are conflicts
not related to school issues?
1. Twelve of fourteen "superintendent-school board relation­
ship" issues were ranked above "school personal" issues by school board 
members.
2. Superintendents ranked four "superintendent-school board 
relationship" issues above "school personal" issues, those being: 1) 
"role and responsibility of school board"; 2) "communications failure";
3) "differences over method of management", and 4) "administrative re­
organization" .
3. "School personnel issues" ranked high by superintendents 
were: "impact of community pressure groups", "collective bargaining
with employee groups", and "student exclusions, expulsions, and suspen­
sions" .
Research Question Number Four
Research question number four was: What strategies are employed
to resolve conflict?
1. Superintendents and school board members selected the 
"integrating" approach to handling conflict every time in eight selec­
tion choices.
2. Superintendents and school board members agreed on the 
"harmonizing" and "negotiating" approaches to handling conflict in four 
of eight selection choices each.
3. The "forcing" and "avoiding" approaches to handling con­
flict were the least selected choices by superintendents and school 
board members.
Research Question Number Five
Research question number five was: Are there differences in the
nature of conflict situations according to the size of the school 
district?
1. Superintendents in small-and large-sized school districts 
ranked the "role and responsibility of the school board" first by 62.5 
percent and 100.0 percent, respectively.
2. "Hidden agendas" was mentioned by 50.0 percent of the 
superintendents of small-sized school districts.
3. Superintendents of large-sized school districts mentioned 
"differences over method of management" and "administrative reorganiza­
tion" as top issues. Small-sized school districts mentioned "differ­
ences over method of management" (37.5%) and medium-sized school 
districts mentioned "administrative reorganization" (57.1%) as a top 
issue.
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4. "Impact of community pressure groups" issue was mentioned 
by small-sized and medium-sized school districts (37.5% and 42.9%, 
respectively), but not by large-sized school districts.
5. "Reduction in force (RIFs) and budget cutbacks" (37.5%) 
was an issue identified by small-sized school districts but not by the 
other two.
6. "Evaluation of the superintendent" (37.5%) issue was 
identified by small-sized school districts but not by medium- and 
large-sized school districts.
7. School board members of medium-sized (44.7%) and large­
sized (66.7%) school districts said "administrative reorganization" 
was an issue. In small-sized school districts it was not an issue.
8. "Surprise items/information at board meetings" (37.5%) 
was an issue for small-sized school districts but not for the other 
two as reported by school board members.
9. "Evaluation of the superintendent" was mentioned by 
school board members of small- and medium-sized school districts, but 
not by the large-sized school districts.
10. School board members of large-sized school districts 
differed with small- and medium-sized school districts on the issue of 
"evaluation of the superintendent". It was not listed as a major 
issue.
11. Medium-sized school districts felt "personality clashes 
at board meetings" (34.2%) was an issue; the others did not.
12. Large-sized school districts (25.0%) listed "collective 
bargaining with employee groups" and "graduation requirements" as 
issues, but small-sized school districts did not.
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13. Seventy-five percent (75.0%) of superintendents in small­
sized school districts agreed that the trait issues of lack of: trust, 
integrity, sincerity, expertise, rapport, respect, leadership, and 
credibility were contributors to conflict.
14. "Lack of communication" (62.5%) and "lack of personality" 
(50.0%) issues were identified by small-sized school districts superin­
tendents as contributors to conflict.
15. Superintendents in medium-sized school districts agreed 
that the "lack of trust" (42.9%) issue was a contributor to conflict.
16. One hundred percent (100.0%) of superintendents in large­
sized school districts agreed that the trait issues of lack of: trust, 
integrity, communication, expertise, rapport, respect, leadership, and 
credibility were contributors to conflict.
17. School board members of small-sized school districts 
identified "lack of leadership" (71.9%) issue as the issue of major 
importance.
18. School board members of small-sized school districts also 
identified that the trait issues of lack of: integrity, sincerity, 
respect, and credibility as issues that are contributors to conflict.
19. Fifty percent (50.0%) of school board members in medium­
sized school districts agreed that lack of: integrity, sincerity,
rapport, and respect were issues that contributed to conflict.
20. The same respondent group agreed that "lack of communica­
tion" (68.5%); "lack of leadership" (63.1%); "lack of expertise" 
(57.9%); and "lack of credibility" (55.2%) were major contributors to 
conflict.
21. School board members in large-sized school districts
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agreed that the trait issues "lack of communication" (66.7%) and "lack 
of leadership" (66.7%) were the major contributors to conflict.
22. The same respondents agreed that trait issues of lack of: 
trust, integrity, rapport, and respect were also contributors to con­
flict .
Research Question Number Six
Research question number six was: What other reasons exist in the
nature of conflict between school boards and superintendents?
1. More than 60 percent of superintendents and school board 
members identified the trait issue "lack of trust" as a contributor to 
conflict.
2. Nearly 70 percent of school board members and 60.0 per­
cent of superintendents said that "lack of communication" is a contri­
butor to conflict.
3. "Lack of leadership" trait issue was identified by super­
intendents (58.8%) and school board members (67.1%) as a contributor to 
conflict.
4. Both groups agreed that "lack of credibility" (58.5%) 
was also a contributor to conflict.
5. The trait issues "religious affiliation" and "political 
affiliation" were identified as neutral issues by superintendents 47.1 
percent and 41.2 percent, respectively.
6. School board members strongly disagreed (36.6%) that 
"religious affiliation" was a contributor to conflict. "Political 
affiliation" was in the strongly disagree column as well with 40.2 per­
cent of school board members.
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7. Superintendents registered a 64.7 percent neutral/ 
disagree weighting to the trait issue "lack of personality" while school 
board members designated a 56.1 percent weighting to the same issue.
8. Between 45-55 percent of superintendents and school board 
members agreed that the trait issues "lack of integrity", "lack of 
sincerity", "lack of expertise", "lack of rapport", and "lack of 
respect" were contributors to conflict.
Research Question Number Seven
Research question number seven was: What strategies are employed
to create non-conflict patterns?
1. Superintendents (76.5%) and school board members (82.9%)
agreed that the "board's role is that of setting policy".
2. Superintendents (82.4%) and school board members (84.1%)
agreed that the "superintendent's role is that of implementing policy".
3. Superintendents (88.2%) and school board members (89.0%)
agreed that "confidentiality is essential in matters pertaining to 
school personnel and negotiations".
4. The strategy "the superintendent should develop the 
formal agenda" was rated as "most important" by 32.9 percent of the 
school board members and by 52.9 percent of superintendents.
5. Superintendents (23.5%) and school board members (26.8%) 
rated as "most important" the strategy "the superintendent advocates 
self-evaluation by the board".
6. The "establishment of clearly understood goals" was 
agreed to be important to most important by superintendents (94.1%) 
and school board members (95.1%).
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7. "The duties and responsibilities of the superintendent 
are clearly delineated by the school board" was rated "most important" 
by 58.8 percent of superintendents and 56.1 percent of school board 
members.
8. Between 70-80 percent of superintendents and school board 
members rated "the competence of the superintendent is valued by the 
board" as "most important".
9. Superintendents (100.0%) and school board members (92.7%) 
rated as "most important" to "important" the strategy "written and 
oral communication is a two-way process between superintendent and 
school board".
10. Superintendents (94.1%) and school board members 
(92.7%) rated "the board members and the superintendent solve problems 
and make decisions together" strategy as "important" to "most 
important".
11. "Members of the board work together as a team rather 
than as a collection of individuals" strategy was rated from 
"important" to "most important" by 94.1 percent of superintendents 
and 86.6 percent of school board members.
12. Between 40 - 50 percent of school board members and 
superintendents, on the "most important" point on the scale felt that 
"the political wisdom of the board is respected by the superintendent". 
Thirteen percent of school board members and one superintendent 
indicated a "neutral" position.
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Conclusions
The following conclusions can be drawn as a result of the study:
Research Question Number One
Research question number one was: What are the issues that cause
conflict?
1. The relationship between the superintendent and school 
board members was found to be impinged by conflict issues identified as: 
-communications failure;
-role and responsibility of the school board;
-differences over method of management;
-administrative reorganization;
-surprise items/information at board meetings; 
-performance expectations;
and
-role and responsibility of the superintendent.
Research Question Number Two
Research question number two was: How frequently do issues occur
or recur that cause conflict?
1. School board members identified issues that cause conflict 
and weighted those issues on a high to very high degree of concern/im­
portance. Those issues were:
-communications failure;
-performance expectations;
-role and responsibility of the school board;
-value and goal differences
-collective bargaining with employee groups;
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and
-graduation requirements.
2. Superintendents identified issues that cause conflict, 
however, those issue were weighted on a low to very low degree of con­
cern/importance. Those issues were:
-communications failure;
-differences over method of management;
-administrative reorganization;
-surprise items/information at board meetings;
-impact of community pressure groups on the school 
district;
and
-performance expectations.
3. One-half of the superintendent respondents placed a high 
to very high degree of concern/importance to their number one issue, 
"role and responsibility of the superintendent".
Research Question Number Three
Research question number three was: To what extent are conflicts
not related to school issues?
1. "Superintendent-school board relationship" issues were 
significantly ranked above "school personnel" issues by school board 
members.
2. "School personnel issues" ranked high by superintendents
were:
-impact of community pressure groups on the school
district;
-collective bargaining with employee groups;
and
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-student exclusions, expulsions, and suspensions.
3. Twelve out of 14 issues identified as "superintendent- 
school board relationship" issues were ranked above "school personnel 
issues.
Research Question Number Four
Research question number four was: What strategies are employed to
resolve conflict?
I
1. The "integrating" approach to resolving conflict was over­
whelmingly selected by superintendents and school board members.
2. The "harmonizing" and "negotiating" approaches to resolve 
conflict were identified as acceptable approaches by the two respondent 
groups.
3. Superintendents and school board members agreed to limited 
use of the "forcing" and "avoiding" approaches to managing conflict.
Research Question Number Five
Research question number five was: Are there differences in the
nature of conflict situations according to the size of the school 
district?
1. Differences in the nature of conflict situations were 
noted by size of school district in the following conflict issues:
-role and responsibility of the school board;
-hidden agendas;
-differences over method of management;
-administrative reorganization;
-impact of community pressure groups on the school
district;
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-reduction in force (RIFs) and budget cutbacks; 
-evaluation of the superintendent;
-suprise items/information at board meetings; 
-personality clashes at board meetings;
-collective bargaining with employee groups;
and
-graduation requirements.
2. Differences in the nature of conflict situations were 
noted by superintendents in medium-sized school districts as opposed to 
small-sized and large-sized school districts in the following issues:
-lack of personality 
-lack of integrity 
-lack of sincerity 
-lack of expertise 
-lack of rapport 
-lack of respect 
-lack of leadership 
-lack of credibility
3. Differences in the nature of conflict situations were not 
significant by school board members' responses by size of school 
district. There was general agreement among school board members in the 
trait issues among the three sized districts.
Research Question Number Six
Research question number six was: What other reasons exist in the
nature of conflict between school boards and superintendents?
1. The trait issues "lack of trust," "lack of communication" 
and "lack of leadership" emerged as the trait issues among superinten­
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dents and school board members as being contributors to conflict between 
superintendents and school board members.
2. The trait issues "religious affiliation" and "political 
affiliation" were not found to be contributors to conflict between 
superintendents and school board members.
Research Question Number Seven
Research question number seven was: What strategies are employed
to create non-conflict patterns?
1. Superintendents and school board members confirmed each 
other's roles, that is, "the board's role is setting policy" and "the 
superintendent's role is implementing policy."
2. School board members disagreed with superintendents that 
"the superintendent should develop the formal agenda."
3. "Written and oral communications is a two-way process 
between superintendent and board" was a strategy that was overwhelm­
ingly endorsed by both groups.
4. Superintendents and school board members agreed that the 
strategies "the board members and superintendent solve problems and 
make decisions together" and "members of the board work together as a 
team rather than as a collection of individuals" were crucial to a 
compatible working relationship between the two groups.
Recommendations
The following recommendations are made to increase the effective­
ness of the superintendent/school board relationship and to decrease
V
the likelihood of conflict:
1. Superintendents and school board members should further
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develop the integrating approach to handling conflict to include all 
types of communication between and among themselves. Periodic self- 
and group-assessment of this approach would assure the development of a 
more positive relationship between superintendent and school board mem­
bers.
2. School boards should utilize results of the conflict and 
trait issues to formulate criteria which could be used for interviewing 
and hiring superintendents.
3. To assure compatibility between superintendents and 
school boards; school boards should administer a similar assessment 
instrument to superintendents to determine their particular style of 
handling conflict before hiring.
4. Superintendents and school board members should continue 
to work together as a team to affirm the strategies that work best to 
create non-conflict patterns.
5. Superintendents and school boards of different sized 
districts should 1) study the issues that cause conflict and 2) study 
the trait issues that are contributors to conflict for the purpose of 
developing strategies to manage/resolve issues.
6. To further validate Keats Garman's "Conflict Approaches 
Questionnaire," findings should be compared to results of past find­
ings of the administration of the instrument.
7. Further analysis of the findings of the trait issues of 
superintendents in medium-sized school districts should be conducted 
to determine why there was a disparity in responses as compared to 
small-sized and large-sized districts.
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Recommendations for Further Study
The study of superintendent and school board conflict and strat- 
egies for resolution of conflict which was the focus of the research 
has implications for future research and for the relationship between 
the two groups.
The following areas were recommended for further investigation 
and research:
1. Keats Garman's "Conflict Approaches Questionnaire" should 
be administered to an enlarged sample to include several states.
2. The study should be replicated to encompass an enlarged 
sample of superintendents and school boards in different regions of 
the United States.
3. Research should be conducted to specifically address the 
perceived role and responsibility of superintendents and school board 
members as compared to their actual role and responsibility. By doing 
this, the conflict issues that impinge on the relationship between 
superintendent and school board members as revealed in the study could 
be validated.
Bibliography
256
BIBLIOGRAPHY
Akenhead, James. "Size up your superintendent's style,"
American School Board Journal, October 1984, pp. 32-33, 42.
Aleshire, Frances J. "The Dynamics of Communication and Trust as 
School Board and Superintendent Prepare for Public Meeting." 
(unpublished Ed. D. dissertation, Arizona State University, 1980).
Alvey, Donald T., Kenneth E. Underwood, and J. C. Fortune. "Our annual 
look at who you are and what's got you worried." The American 
School Board Journal. Vol. 173, No. 1, January, 1986. pp. 23-27.
Apker, Wesley. "Building Power Relationships." The School 
Administrator, September, 1982. pp. 14-15.
Argyris, C. Personality and Organization: The conflict between system
and the individual. New York: Harper and Brothers, 1957.
Balian, Edward S. How to Design, Analyze, and Write Doctoral Research: 
The Practical Guidebook. New York: University Press of America,
1982.
Barger, Michael G. "Role Conflicts of Indiana School Board of Trustees 
Duties and Obligations as Perceived by School Superintendents 
and School Board Members." (unpublished Ed. D. dissertation,
Ball State University, 1981).
Barnard, Chester I. The Functions of the Executive. Cambridge, 
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1938.
Bartley, Mary Lou. "The way superintendents and board members coax
each other to agree." American School Board Journal. February, 
1977. pp. 24-26.
"Basic Support Guarantee Per Pupil, ,FY 1985-86", State of Nevada,
Assembly Bill No. 726, Committee on Ways and Means, May 31, 1985.
Beam, Karen G. "Agreement Regarding Expectations for Superintendent 
Behavior Between Boards of School Trustees and Superintendents", 
(unpublished Ed. D. dissertation, Indiana University, 1981).
Bennett, Robert E. "These 13 gifts will make your board and superin­
tendent a lucky match." The American School Board Journal. 
September, 1984. pp. 38-39.
Berdie, Douglas R. and John F. Anderson. Questionnaires: Design and
Use. Metuchen, New Jersey: The Scarecrow Press, Inc., 1974.
25 7
Best, John W. Research in Education. (2nd Edition): (Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey. Prentice-Hall, 1970).
Bidwell, Charles. "The School as a Formal Organization," in Handbook 
of Organizations. Edited by James G. March. Chicago:
Rand McNally, 1965. pp. 972-1022.
Blake, Robert R., Herbert A. Shepard, and Jane S. Mouton. Managing
Intergroup Conflict in Industry. Houston: Gulf Publishing, 1964.
Blanchard, Paul D. "Conflict and Cohesion in Kentucky School Boards," 
Bureau of School Service Bulletin, Kentucky University, Vol. 46, 
No. 2, December, 1973. p. 41.
Blumberg, Arthur. The School Superintendent: Living with Conflict.
New York: Teachers College Press, Columbia University, 1985.
"Board or Superintendent: Who Manages the Schools?" Research Action
Brief, ERIC Clearinghouse on Educational Management, October,
1981. No. 19. p. 4.
Boardsmanship, A Guide for the School Board Member, 1961 Edition,
H. Thomas James, ed. Stanford University Press, 1961.
Borg, Walter and Meredith Gall. Educational Research. 4th Edition.
New York: Longman, Inc., 1983.
Boulding, Kenneth E. "The Economics of Human Conflict." in McNeil, 
Elton (Ed.), The Nature of Human Conflict. Englewood Cliffs,
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1965.
Boyd, William L. "School Board - Administrative Staff Relationships"
In Understanding School Boards, edited by Peter J. Cistone. 
Lexington, Massachusetts: D. C. Heath and Co., 1975.
Boyd, William L., "The Public, The Professionals, and Educational 
Policy Making: Who Governs", Teachers College Record 77
May, 1976, pp. 539-577.
Brodinsky, Ben. "Boards and Superintendents: How to Have a Healthy
Relationship." National School Boards Association, Washington, 
D.C., February, 1983. p. 5.
Caldwell, William E. and Woodrow H. Sites. "The Relationship Between
High Labor-Management Conflict and Turnover of Key School District 
Personnel," Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the 
American Educational Research Association (Montreal, Quebec, 
Canada, April 11-15, 1983). p. 16.
Campbell, Roald, et. al., The Organization and Control of American 
Schools. Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill, 1975.
258
Campbell, William, Stephen Ballou, and Carol Slade. Form and Style,
6th Edition. Palo Alto: Houghton Mifflin, 1982.
Carlson, Richard 0., et. al., Change Processes in the Public Schools. 
Oregon: Center for the Advanced Study of Educational
Administration, 1965.
Carlson, Richard 0. Executive Succession and Organizational Change:
Place-Bound and Career-Boun'd Superintendents of Schools. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1962.
Cawelti, Gordon. "Guess what? Big city superintendents say their 
school boards are splendid," American School Board Journal,
March, 1982. pp. 33-35.
Cistone, Peter J. "School board members learn their skills before 
they become board members," American School Board Journal, 
January, 1978, pp. 32-33.
Coser, Lewis A. The Functions of Social Conflict. Glencoe, Illinois: 
The Free Press, 1956.
Cuban, Larry. Urban School Chiefs Under Fire. Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 1976.
Cummins, Eleanor P. "Board-Superintendent Conflict." (unpublished
Ed. D. dissertation, Columbia University Teachers College, 1980.
Dahl, Robert A. and Edward R. Tufte. Size and Democracy. Stanford,. 
California: Stanford University Press, 1973.
Dahl, Robert A. Who Governs? New Haven, Connecticut: Yale 
University Press, 1961.
Deutsch, Morton. The Resolution of Conflict: Constructive and
Destructive Processes. New Haven and London: Yale University
Press, 1973.
"District Enrollment by Grade and Sex, End of First School Month, 
1986-87 School Year," Nevada Department of Education, Fiscal 
Services Branch, February, 1987.
Downey, Gregg N. "Why school board members quit - and why they're 
sometimes glad they did," American School Board Journal,
February, 1978. pp. 26-29.
Dykes, Archie R. School Board and Superintendent: Their Effective
Working Relationships. Illinois: Interstate Printers &
Publishers, 1965.
Eblen, David R. "Local School District Politics: A Reassessment of
the Iannaccone and Lutz Model," Administrator's Notebook,
Midwest Administration Center, The University of Chicago.
Vol. XXIV (1975-76), No. 9., p. 4.
259
"Enrollment and Certified Personnel Information" Research Bulletin, 
Nevada State Board of Education, Vol. 27, No. 1, March, 1986.
Fiedler, Fred, "Leadership Contingency Model," in Management of 
Organizational Behavior: Utilizing Human Resources by Paul
Hersey and Kenneth H. Blanchard. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: 
Prentice-Hall, 1982. pp. 94-95.
Fletcher, Verna M. "Policy and Administration: Who Does What?"
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the National School 
Boards Association (40th, San Francisco, California, April 19-22, 
1980, p. 12.
Ford, Thorton. "Boards/Superintendents Working Together," Compass, 
September, 1979. pp. 17-18.
Gallaher, Jr., Art. "Directed Change in Formal Organizations." in 
Change Processes in the Public Schools by Richard 0. Carlson, 
Oregon: Center for Advanced Study of Educational Administration,
1965, pp. 37-51.
Garman, Keats. "Conflict: Alternatives to Blowing a Fuse."
A Manual for Workshop Leaders. Keys to School Boardsmanship.
A Program of Continuing Education for School Board Members. 
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, Portland, Oregon,
1982, p. 103.
Getzels, Jacob W. "Administration as a Social Process" in
Administrative Theory in Education, edited by Andrew W. Halpin.
Illinois: University of Chicago Press, 1958. pp. 150-165.
Getzels, Jacob W. , James M. Lipham, and Roald F. Campbell, Educational 
Administration as a Social Process. New York: Harper & Row,
1968.
Gibb, C. A. "Leadership." In G. Lindzey and E. Aronson (Eds.). The 
Handbook of Social Psychology. 2nd Edition. Vol. IV. Reading, 
Massachusetts: Addison Wesley, 1968.
Goldhammer, Keith. The School Board. New York: The Center for
Allied Research in Education, 1964.
Gross, Neal. Who Runs Our Schools? New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1958.
Gross, Neal, Ward S. Mason, and Alexander W. McEachern. Explorations 
in Role Analysis: Studies of the School Superintendency Role.
New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1958.
Haas, J. Eugene and Thomas E. Drabek. Complex Organizations: A
Sociological Perspective. New York: Macmillan Publishing Co.,
Inc., 1973.
260
Hagen, Arnold J. "An Exploratory Study of the Patterning and
Structuring of the Roles Played by School Board Members Through 
a Particular Time Sequence" (unpublished Ph. D. dissertation, 
University of Oregon, 1955) reviewed by Keith Goldhammer.
The School Board. New York, 1964.
Hall, Richard H. Organizations: Structure and Process. Englewood
Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1972.
Halpin, Andrew W. Theory and Research in Administration. New York: 
MacMillian, 1966.
Halverson, Don E. "Role and Relationship Grid: Board/Superintendent."
San Mateo County Office of Education, Redwood City, California. 
September, 1981, p. 17.
Hayden, Patrick. "Board comedy is no laughing matter," American 
School Board Journal, June 1984, pp. 29, 39.
Heller, Mel. "Ten sure-fire ways to kill a superintendent," American 
School Board Journal, May, 1978, pp. 25-27.
Helter, Robert W. "For smoother school operations and stronger ties 
to the superintendent, place goal setting at the top of your 
board's agenda— here's how to do it," American School Board 
Journal, April, 1984. pp. 50-51.
Hentges, Joseph T. "The Politics of Superintendent-School Board 
Linkages: A Study of Power, Participation and Control."
(unpublished Ph. D. dissertation, Ohio State University, 1984).
Herbert, Theodore T. Dimensions of Organizational Behavior. New York: 
MacMillan Publishing Co., Inc., 1976.
Hislop, Virginia S. "What Should A Board Expect From A Superintendent?" 
Compass, March/April, 1977. pp. 3-4.
Homans, George C. The Human Group. New York: Harcourt, Brace &
World, 1950.
Homans, George C. Social Behavior: Its Elementary Forms.
New York: Harcourt, Brace, & World, 1961.
Hoover, Carl and Jim Slezak. "This board and superintendent defined 
their respective responsibilities— and their schools are better 
for it." The American School Board Journal. May, 1978. 
pp. 38-40.
Iannaccone, Laurence. Politics in Education. New York: The Center of
Applied Research in Education, Inc., 1967.
261
Johnson, Carroll F. "Here are some expectations boards and superin­
tendents share," Updating School Board Policies, National 
School Boards Association, Vol. 12, No. 2, February, 1981.
Kavina, George. "Selected Notes on The School as a Formal
Organization" by Charles Bidwell in Handbook of Organizations. 
Edited by James G. March. Chicago: Rand McNally, 1965.
Kennedy, Paul C. "Positive Board-Superintendent Relations." Paper 
presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Association of 
School Administrators. Atlantic City, New Jersey, February,
1976, p. 7.
Kerlinger, Fred. Foundations of Behavioral Research. San Francisco: 
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1973.
Krajewski, Robert. "Nine ways a superintendent can corral a 
maverick board member," American School Board Journal,
November, 1983. pp. 29-30.
Kutkat, James H. "Clash: Superintendents oppose boards,"
American School Board Journal, May, 1981. pp. 37-38.
Likert, Rensis and Jane G. Likert. New Ways of Managing Conflict.
New York: McGraw-Hill, 1976.
Lips, Hilary M. "Women, Men, and The Psychology of Power."
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1981. pp. 47-54.
Littleton, Duard M. "A Descriptive Study of the Role of the
Superintendent as Viewed by School Board Members of Texas." 
(unpublished Ed. D. dissertation, East Texas State University, 
1983).
"Local Administrative Organization." NRS 386.010-386.415.
MacFeeley, Richard W. "Smooth the way to great board meetings," 
American School Board Journal, January, 1984. p. 35.
Magruder, Donald R. "These impediments spoil board rapport,"
The Executive Educator, (August, 1984), pp. 18, 30.
Mann, Dale, "Democratic Theory and Public Participation in Educational 
Policy Decision-Making," in The Polity of the School, edited by 
Frederick M. Wirt, Lexington, Massachusetts: D.C. Heath and Co.,
1975.
Mann, Dale. Policy Decision-Making in Education. New York: Teachers
College Press, 1975.
Mann, Dale, "School Boards and Power in Local Communities," in 
Understanding School Boards, edited by Peter J. Cistone, 
Lexington, Massachusetts: D.C. Heath and Co., 1975.
26 2
Martin, Roscoe C., "Government and the Suburban School," The
Economics and Politics of Public Education Series, Vol. II. 
Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1962 in Laurence Iannaccone,
Politics in Education. New York: The Center for Applied Research
in Education, Inc., 1967.
McCarty, Donald J. and Charles E. Ramsey. The School Managers.
Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Publishing Co., 1971.
McEwan, Elaine K. "The School Superintendent-School Board
Relationship." (unpublished Ed. D. dissertation, Northern 
Illinois University, 1983).
Meyer, Richard. "How to handle a board member who wants to play his 
own game," American School Board Journal, November, 1983, 
pp. 27-29.
Nelson, Norbert J. "Administrative Strategies Used and Their
Effectiveness in Tension Situations." Paper presented at the 
Annual Meeting of the American Association of School 
Administrators, Anaheim, California, February, 1980. p. 9.
Nye, Robert D. Conflict Among Humans. New York: Springer, Pub., 1973.
Olson, Lloyd. "What Should A Superintendent Expect From A Board?" 
Compass, March/April, 1977. pp. 3-4.
Olson, Lynn. "Local School Boards Lose Power, Prestige, New Study 
Asserts," Education Week. Vol. VI, No. 10, November 12, 1986.
pp. 1, 16.
Parker, Barbara. "This school board learned seven lessons in
community relations— after it got sacked," American School 
Board Journal, July, 1978. pp. 30-32.
Parsons, Talcott. The Social System. Glencoe: The Free Press, 1951.
Patterson's American Education. Douglas Moody (Ed.) Educational 
Directoris, Inc., Illinois, 1985.
Polsby, Nelson W. Community Power and Political Theory. New Haven, 
Connecticut: Yale University Press, 1963.
Rahim, M. Afzaher. Managing Conflict in Organizations, New York:
Praeger Publishers Division, 1986.
Reisman, Jane. "Technocracy or Politics? Conflict Management Behavior 
in Public Managerial Professions." Center for Educational Policy 
and Management, College of Education, University of Oregon, 
Portland, Oregon, 1982. p. 20.
Rist, Marilie C. "Superintendents: Here's how you work, live, play, 
and think," The Executive Educator, September, 1984. pp. 26-30.
263
Roles and Relationships: School Boards and Superintendents. American
Association of School Administrators (ASSA) and National School 
Boards Association (NSBA). Washington, D.C., 1980. p. 13.
Roller, Jack W. "The Administrative Team's Effect on Role Complexity 
in the Superintendency,11 (Doctoral dissertation, University of 
Northern Colorado, 1982). Dissertations Abstracts International, 
1982, 43, 10-A.
Salley, Columbus. "Superintendents' Job Priorities," Administrator's 
Notebook, Midwest Administrator's Center, The University of 
Chicago, Vol. XXVIII (1979-80). No. 1, p. 4.
Salmon, Paul. "Who runs our schools? A definitive answer is
impossible," American School Board Journal. November, 1982. 
pp. 29-31.
Savage, John G. "School Board Relations: Helping Board Members 
Improve the Instructional Program," School Administrator,
May, 1984. p. 2.
Saville, Anthony. "Definitions: issues and problems." Handout, 1984.
Schmidt, Paul C. and Fred Voss. "Schoolboards and Superintendents: 
Modernizing the Model," Teachers College Record, May, 1976,
Vol. 77, No. 4. pp. 517-526.
School Boards: Strengthening Grassroots Leadership." A Study
Conducted by the Institute for Educational Leadership.
Shannon, Thomas A. "A Wish List for Board Members and Superintendents," 
California School Boards, October/November, 1982. pp. 14-15.
Smith, Carole C. "Role Expectations and Role Behavior: Bases for
School Board-Superintendent Consensus or Conflict."
(Doctoral dissertation, University of North Carolina, 1983). 
Dissertation Abstracts International, 1983, 44, 07-A.
Smith, R. Winfield. "Who runs our schools? Superintendents— but 
that must change," American School Board Journal, November,
1982, pp. 27-29.
Stelzer, Leigh, "Institutionalizing Conflict Response: The Case
of Schoolboards," in The Polity of the School, edited by 
Frederick M. Wirt, Lexington, Massachusetts: D.C. Heath
and Co., 1975.
Stogdill, Ralph M. Handbook of Leadership. New York: The Free
Press (A Division of MacMillan Publishing Co., Inc.), 1974.
Taguiri, Renato and Luigi Petrullo. Person Perception and
Interpersonal Behavior. Stanford, California: Stanford
University Press, 1958.
264
Tedeschi, James T. , Barry R. Schlenker, Thomas V. Bonoma. Conflict, 
Power, and Games. Chicago: Aldine, 1973.
Thies, Edward R. "A Study of Superintendent Turnover in Illinois 
(1978-1979)." (unpublished Ph. D. dissertation, Southern 
Illinois University at Carbondale, 1980).
Thomas, Charles R. "How to help your superintendent succeed by 
really trying," Illinois School Board Journal, November/
December, 1980, pp. 19-21.
Thomas, Jr., Michael P. and Russell T. Gregg, "The Interaction of 
Administrators and School Boards," Administrator's Notebook,
10:6 (February, 1963). reviewed by Archie R. Dykes, School 
Board and Superintendent: Their Effective Working Relationship.
Illinois, 1965, pp. 153-154.
Thomas, Kenneth. "Conflict and Conflict Management" in Handbook of 
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, edited by Marvin D. 
Dunnette, New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1983.
Thomas, Kenneth W. and Walter G. Tymon, Jr. "Structural Approaches 
to Conflict Management," in Human Systems Development, edited 
by Robert Tannenbaum and Associates, San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass Publishers, 1985.
Tucker, Harvey J. and L. Harmon Zeigler. "Responsiveness in Local 
Politics: A Comparative Analysis of School Boards." Prepared
for delivery at the AERA Teachers College Conference, April 4, 
1977, Center for Educational Policy and Management, University 
of Oregon, Portland, Oregon, p. 41.
Webster's Seventh New Collegiate Dictionary. Massachusetts, G. & C. 
Merriam Co., 1969.
Willower, Donald J. and Hugh W. Fraser. "School Superintendents
on their Works," Administrator's Notebook, Midwest Administration 
Center, The University of Chicago, Vol. XXVIII (1979-80), No. 5, 
p. 4.
Wright, Linus. "Policy vs. Administration: The Difference,"
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the National 
School Boards Association, San Francisco, California,
April 24, 1983. p. 12.
Zakariya, Sally Banks. "Count the ways to keep your great superin­
tendent productive and contented," American School Board 
Journal, October, 1983, pp. 27-29, 45.
Zeigler, Harmon, M. Kent Jennings, & G. Wayne Peak. Governing 
American Schools: Political Interaction in Local School
Districts, Massachusetts: Duxbury Press, 1974.
Appendic
Appendix A 
Superintendent Cover Letter
Andrew A. Martinez
£^fl(!)' LaS Ve9aS’ Nevada 89128
August 15, 1986
Dear
A continuing, high priority objective of school boards and superintendents 
is that of seeking to improve their relationship with one another. They 
wish to secure an atmosphere in which issues and problems may be met forth­
rightly and honestly, and, to ultimately improve their understanding of 
each other’s expectations.
I
I will be doing field research on the topic: A Study of Conflict Between
School Boards and Superintendents and Strategies Employed for Resolution. 
School board members and superintendents in the state of Nevada will be the 
subjects of the study. There has been little systematic research in this 
area which can specifically be applied to the school board and superintendent 
relationship.
The results of this research should be of direct usefulness to school board 
members and to superintendents. You will discover, for example, what the 
issues are that cause conflict; you will be able to compare the importance 
of certain issues to board members with those of superintendents; and you 
will be able to see the results on how each group seeks to manage, or, 
resolve conflict that can/will impinge on the relationship between school 
board and superintendent.
The purpose of this letter is to enlist your participation in this study. 
Individual and school district anonymity is assured; confidentiality will 
be maintained throughout the research and the final report.
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Field testing has indicated that 10-15 minutes will be needed for completion 
of the questionnaire. Be assured that the few minutes from your busy 
schedule to contribute to this work will be most gratefully appreciated.
Your participation is most important to the validity of the study.
Please complete the enclosed questionnaire and return it by September 12, 1986. 
A self-addressed, stamped envelope is enclosed for your convenience.
Participants in the study will receive a copy of the final data.
Thank you for your cooperation.
Sincerely,
Amkre.w A. Martinez 
Doctoral Candidate 
The University of atfa, Las Vegas
Anthony Saville, Ed.D 
Doctoral Advisor
The University of Nevada, Las Vegas
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Andrew A. Martinez
412 Santa Fe Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89128  
(702) 363-2610
August 15, 1986
Dear
A continuing, high priority objective of school boards and superintendents 
is that of seeking to improve their relationship with one another. They 
wish to secure an atmosphere in which issues and problems may be met forth­
rightly and honestly, and, to ultimately improve their understanding of 
each other's expectations.
I tvill be doing field research on the topic: A Study of Conflict Between
School Boards and Superintendents and Strategies Employed for Resolution. 
School board members and superintendents in the state of Nevada will be the 
subjects of the study. There has been little systematic research in this 
area which can specifically be applied to the school board and superintendent 
relationship.
The results of this research should be of direct usefulness to school board 
members and to superintendents. You will discover, for example, what the 
issues are that cause conflict; you will be able to compare the importance 
of certain issues to board members with those of superintendents; and you 
will be able to see the results on how each group seeks to manage, or, 
resolve conflict that can/will impinge on the relationship between school 
board and superintendent.
The purpose of this letter is to enlist your participation in this study. 
Individual and school district anonymity is assured; confidentiality will 
be maintained throughout the research and the final report.
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Field testing has indicated that 10-15 minutes will be needed for completion
of the questionnaire. Be assured that the few minutes from your busy 
schedule to contribute to this work will be most gratefully appreciated.
Your participation is most important to the validity of the study.
Please complete the enclosed questionnaire and return it by September 12, 1986. 
A self-addressed, stamped envelope is enclosed for your convenience.
Participants in the study will receive a copy of the final data.
Thank you for your cooperation.
S i " 1 ”
A. Martinez 
1 Candidate
Andrew /  \
Doctoral  __ „ /
The University of Nevada, Las Vegas
Anthony'Saville, Ed. D.
Doctoral Advisor
The University of Nevada, Las Vegas
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1 1 O O  K i e t z k e  L a n e . R o o m  2  1 2  • R e n o . N e v a d a  8 9 5 0 2  • ( 7 0 2 ) 3 2 3 - 4 8 2 8
273
NEVADA ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL BOARDS
R a y  J e s c h . P r e s id e n t  
H e n r y  E t c h e m e n o y . E x e c u t i v e  D ir e c t o r
August 18, 1986
Mr. Andrew A. Martinez 
412 Santa Fe Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89128
Dear Mr. Martinez:
Enclosed is a copy of the memorandum mailed to each member or 
our Association. I would hope that you receive a good response to 
your survey questionairre.
Leon Hensley, Lander County School Superintendent, suggests that 
your survey results would be an appropriate and useful topic for a 
presentation at a conference of the NASB. I agree. Would you consider 
such a presentation at our Spring Conference? It is to be held at the 
Carson Valley Inn, Minden on March 20 and 21, 1987. NASB will reimburse 
you travel, room and meal expense and can pay a modest fee for the pre­
sentation if appropriate. Customarily the conferences are attended by 
50 tO 70 board members and superintendents. This presentation will be 
even more timely in that a number of new members will have taken office 
in January 1987.
Please let me know if I can assist in encouraging survey responses 
through telephone calls or other means at an appropriate future time.
Very truly yours,
Henry Etchemendy 
Executive Director
HE/ph 
Enc.
NEVADA ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL BOARDS
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R A Y  J E S C H . P R E S ID E N T
H e n r y  E t c h e m e n o y . E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r
August 18, 1986
TO: School Board Members
FROM: Henry Etchemendy, Executive Director
SUBJECT: Research Questionairre - School Boards and Superintendent
Conflicts Study.
Andrew A. Martinez, a doctoral candidate at UNLV, is currently 
doing research on the topic "A Study of Conflict Between School Boards and 
Superintendents and Strategies Employed for Resolution". The results of 
this research, especially since it is to be conducted in Nevada, should 
be of interest and usefulness to school boards. I would urge that each 
of you participate by completing the questionairre you should have just 
received.
The research results may be useful as a topic for the 1987 Spring 
Conference of NASB. I hope to prevail upon Mr. Martinez to make a pre­
sentation to the conference attendees. With this in mind, your response 
is even more critical.
CC: Andrew M. Martinez
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SCHOOL BOARD - SUPERINTENDENT CONFLICT 
Superintendent Questionnaire
CONFIDENTIALITY: This questionnaire is identified by a code number to simplify
recordkeeping and follow-up procedures only. In reporting the results, NO 
INDIVIDUAL'S or SCHOOL DISTRICT'S IDENTITY WILL BE DIVULGED. Only group statistics 
will be cited. RESPONDENT CONFIDENTIALITY IS ASSURED.
DIRECTIONS; Please circle the number of the proper answer for each of the following 
questions. Where blanks are provided, fill in the requested information. You may 
use either pen or pencil.
I. PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS
What is your sex?
1. Male
2. Female
What is your present age group?
1. 20 - 29
2. 3 0-39
3. 4 0 - 4 9
4. 50 - 59
5. 60 and over
With what ethnic group would you identify yourself?
1. White
2. Hispanic
3. Black
4. Native American (Indian, Eskimo)
5. Asian/Pacific Islander
6. Other, specify ________________________
What is your present marital status?
1. Single
2. Married
3. Divorced/Separated
4. Widowed
How many children do you have?
1. 0
2. 1 - 2
3. 3 - 4
4. 5 or more
At the present time, do you have a child or children who are attending 
public or private school in this'district?
1. Yes
2. No
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7. Politically, do you consider yourself to be a (an)
1. Independent
2. Democrat
3. Republican
4. Other, specify ________________________
8. How many years have you lived in your present community?
1. 1 - 3  years in community
2. 4 6 years in community
3. 7 - 9  years in community
4. 1 0 - 1 2  years in community
5. 1 3 - 1 5  years in community
6. 1 6 - 2 0  years in community
7. 21 or more years in. community
9. Which category best describes your educational level? Specify one only.
1. Bachelor's Degree
2. Master's Degree
3. Doctorate Degree
4. Professional Degree (Law, Medicine)
5. Specialist Degree
6. Other, specify __________________
10. Were you hired as superintendent?
1. from within the district
2. from outside the district
11. How many superintendent positions have you held including your present 
position?
1. 1 
2. 2
3. 3
4. 4
5. 5
6. 6 or more
12. How long have you been a superintendent?
1. 1 - 3  years
2. 4 - 6 years
3. 7 - 9  years
4. 1 0 - 1 2  years
5. 1 3 - 1 5  years
tL 1 £ 1 A _________6. 1 6 - 2 0  years
7. 21 or more years
13. How long have you been a superintendent at this assignment?
1. 1 - 3 years
2. 4 - 6  years
3. 7 - 9  years
4. 1 0 - 1 2  years
5. 13 - 15 years
6. 16 - 20 years
7. 21 or more years
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II. GENERAL INFORMATION
For each of the election periods listed below, please indicate the number 
of incumbents who were either defeated or chose not to run for re-election.
Number of incumbents Number of incumbents
_____ defeated______ not running______
a. Last election 14.   17.___________________
b. Two elections ago 15.___________________  18.___________________
c. Three elections ago____ 16.___________________ 19.___________________
20. In the last school board election, were any school district referenda issues 
also on the ballot (such as tax levies, bond issues, construction, etc.)?
1. Yes
2. No
21. Has the district experienced a bond issue or tax levy/referendum defeat 
in the last three years?
1. Yes
2. No
22. Has a superintendent left your district involuntarily during the past 
three years?
1. Yes
2. No
23. five years?
1. Yes
2. No
III. SCHOOL BOARD - SUPERINTENDENT CONFLICT
DIRECTIONS: Listed are issues that are confronted by school boards and superintendents.
Please circle Yes, if the issue causes conflict between the school board and the 
superintendent in your district, or circle No, if the issue does not cause conflict 
between the school board and superintendent.
For those issues that you circled Yes, please weight each issue according to the 
degree of concern/importance with which it occurs by circling a number on the scale 
from 5 (Very High) to 1 (Ve ry Low).
Sample:
No A. Asbestos removal
Very
High
5
High
<0
Mod­
erate
3
Very 
Low Low 
2 1
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DEGREE OF CONCERN/IMPORTANCE
Very
High High
Mod­
erate
Very 
Low Low
24. Yes No Reduction in force (RIFs) and 
budget cutbacks 5 4 3 2 1
25. Yes No State funding for education 5 4 3 2 1
26. Yes No Communications failure 5 4 3 2 1
27. Yes No Performance expectations 5 4 3 2 1
28. Yes No Differences over method of management 5 4 3 2 1
29. Yes No Student exclusions, expulsions, and 
suspensions from school 5 4 3 2 1
30. Yes No Role and responsibility of the 
superintendent 5 4 3 2 1
31. Yes No Closing of schools for reasons 
of declining enrollments 5 4 3 2 1
32. Yes No Collective bargaining with employee 
groups 5 4 3 2 1
33. Yes No Participation in the budget 
building process 5 4 3 2 I
34. Yes No Role and responsibility of the 
school board 5 4 3 2 1
35. Yes No Rezoning of students to alleviate 
overcrowding 5 4 3 2 1
36. Yes No Preparation periods for teachers 5 4 3 2 1
37. Yes No Sharing information from variety 
of sources 5 4 3 2 1
38. Yes No Administrative reorganization 5 4 3 2 1
39. Yes No Graduation requirements 5 4 3 2 1
40. Yes No Impact of community pressure groups 
on the school district 5 4 3 2 1
41. Yes No Hidden agendas 5 4 3 2 1
42. Yes No Sex education policy and curriculum 5 4 3 2 1
43. Yes No Surprise items/information at board 
meetings 5 4 3 2 1
44. Yes No Evaluation of the superintendent 5 4 3 2 1
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DEGREE OF CONCERN/IMPORTANCE
Very Mod- Very
High High erate Low Low
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
Yes No Preparation for board meetings
Yes No Personality clashes in school board 
meetings
Yes No Value and goal differences 
Yes No Teacher transfer policy 
Other, please specify
5
5
5
5
5
4
4
4
4
4
3
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
2
2
IV. OTHER CAUSES OF CONFLICT
DIRECTIONS: Assuming that other reasons exist that contribute to conflict between
school boards and superintendents, please weight the following reasons according to 
the degree to which you agree or disagree as to whether they could be contributors 
to conflict between you and your school board. Place a check (. ✓) mark on the scale 
for each item.
51. Lack of trust . . . .
52. Lack of personality .
53. Lack of integrity . .
54. Religious affiliation
55. Lack of sincerity . .
56. Lack of communication
57. Political affiliation
58. Lack of expertise . .
59. Lack of rapport . . .
60. Lack of respect . . .
61. Lack of leadership
62. Lack of credibility .
Sup't.
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V. STRATEGIES FOR RESOLUTION OF CONFLICT
DIRECTIONS: Superintendents and school boards who come into conflict utilize strategies
to manage/resolve conflict. The following is a list of 20 pairs of strategies, circle 
one letter for each strategy pair which best describes your approach in managing/ 
resolving conflict.
When Conflict Arises . . .
63. a. I push hard to achieve my goals.
b. I try to consider the other person's concerns and goals, as well as my own•
64. a. I try to see things from the other person's point of view.
b. I try to strike a balance of "wins and losses" with the other person.
65. a. I try hard not to hurt the other person's feelings.
b. I try to understand all of the other person's concerns and goals.
66. a. I try to propose a compromise solution that both of us can agree to.
b. I put off dealing with the conflict until I've had a chance to think about it.
67. a. I try hard to influence others to accept my position.
b. I try to find the middle ground, where the other person and I can agree.
68. a. I try to deal with all of the other person's concerns and goals as well as my own.
b. I try to avoid situations in which there is anger and hostility. •
69. a. I try to persuade the other person to see the positive side of things.
b. I try to find a middle ground where the other person and I can agree.
70. a. I often acquiesce in order to maintain a good relationship with the other person.
b. I am firm in pursuing my goals and ideas.
71. a. I do whatever I can to demonstrate the advantages of my position.
b. I try not to get involved in controversies with others.
72. a. I believe it is important to maintain good relations with the other person
in resolving our differences.
b. I give in rather than hurt the other person's feelings.
73. a. I try to get the other person to see the things on which we agree.
b. I try not to get involved in controversies with others.
74. a. I let others deal with the difficult and controversial issues.
b. I try hard to maintain positive relations with the other person.
75. a. Winning my position is more important than maintaining positive relations
with others.
b. Consensus or agreement is more important than winning my own position.
76. a. I am willing to give on some points if the other person does too.
b. I do whatever I can to demonstrate the advantages of my position.
77. a. I stay away from situations in which there is anger and hostility.
b. I try to achieve-my goals regardless of the other's feelings.
Sup't.
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78. a. I avoid topics that provoke disagreement and controversy,
b. I try to see things from the other person's point of view.
79. a. I am willing to reveal all of my concerns and ideas in order to come to
agreement with the other person, 
b. I push hard to achieve my goals.
80. a. I try to find the middle ground where we can both agree.
b. I am willing to reveal all of my concerns and ideas in order to come to
agreement with the other person.
81. a. I put off dealing with conflict until I've had a chance to think about it.
b. I try to strike a balance of "wins and losses" with the other person.
82. a. I believe it is better to reach a compromise than to let the conflict go on.
b. I usually concede if the other person feels more strongly about the issue.
From: Garman, Keats. Conflict: Alternatives to Blowing a Fuse. Keys to School
Boardsmanship, Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory,
Portland, Oregon, 1982.
VI. STRATEGIES TO PREVENT CONFLICT
DIRECTIONS: Strategies to create non-conflict patterns are employed by school boards
and superintendents for a more cordial and productive relationship. How important is 
each of the following statements in contributing to the establishment of non-conflict 
patterns between you and your board. Circle a number on the scale for each statement.
Most Least
Important Important
83. The board's role is setting policy. 5 4 3 2 1
84. The superintendent's role is implementing
policy. 5 4 3 2 1
85. Board members are responsible for doing their
homework so they can make informed decisions. 5 4 3 2 1
86. Confidentiality is essential between school
boards and superintendents in matters per­
taining to school personnel and negotiations. 5 4 3 2 1
87. School boards should support the superintendent 
fully publicly and privately after decisions
have been reached. 5 4 3 2 1
88. The superintendent should develop the formal
board agenda. 5 4 3 2 1
89. Board members and superintendents should 
periodically attend state and national
conventions. 5 4 3 2 1
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Most
Important
Least
Important
90. Evaluation of the superintendent should 
be based on objective and honest assess­
ment of professional performance.
91. The superintendent advocates self- 
evaluation by the board.
92. The school board and superintendent 
establish clearly understood goals for 
the district.
93. The duties and responsibilities of the 
superintendent are clearly delineated 
by the board.
94. The competence of the superintendent is 
valued by the board.
95. The political wisdom of the board is 
respected by the superintendent.
96. Written and oral communication is a two-
way process between superintendent and board.
97. There are no surprises emanating from either 
the school board or superintendent.
98. The board members and superintendent solve 
problems and make decisions together.
99. Orientation meetings are conducted for new 
board members.
100. Members of the board work together as a team 
rather than as a collection of individuals.
Thank you for your help with this research project. Please return the questionnaire 
in the enclosed business reply envelope, or mail it to:
Andrew A. Martinez 
412 Santa Fe Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89128 
(702) 363-2610
Appendix E 
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SCHOOL BOARD - SUPERINTENDENT CONFLICT 
School Board Questionnaire
CONFIDENTIALITY: This questionnaire is identified by a code number to simplify
recordkeeping and follow-up procedures only. In reporting the results, NO INDIVIDUAL'S 
OR SCHOOL DISTRICT'S IDENTITY WILL BE DIVULGED. Only group statistics will be cited. 
RESPONDENT CONFIDENTIALITY IS ASSURED.
DIRECTIONS: Please circle the number of the proper answer for each of the following
questions. Where blanks are provided, fill in the requested information. You may 
use either pen or pencil.
I. PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS
1. What is your sex?
1. Male
2. Female
2. What is your present age group?
1. 20 - 29
2. 30 - 39
3. 40 - 49
4. 50 - 59
5. 60 and i
3. With what ethnic group would you identify yourself?
1. White
2. Hispanic
3. Black
4. Native American (Indian, Eskimo)
5. Asian/Pacific Islander
6. Other, specify _________________________
4. What is your present marital status?
1. Single
2. Married
3. Divorced/Separated
4. Widowed
5. How many children do you have?
1. 0 
2. 1 - 2
3. 3 - 4
4. 5 or more
6. At the present time, do you have a child or children who are attending 
public or private school in this district?
1. Yes
2. No
Board 2
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7. Politically, do you consider yourself to be a (an)
1. Independent
2. Democrat
3. Republican
4. Other, specify _________________________
8. How many years have you lived in your present community?
1. 1 3 years in community
2. 4 6 years in community
3. 7 - 9 years in community
4. 10 - 12 years in community
5. 1 3 - 1 5  years in community
6. 1 6 - 2 0  years in community
7. 21 or more years in community
9. Which category best describes your educational level? Select only one.
1. Did not complete elementary school
2. Completed elementary school
3. Graduated from high school
4. Some college
5. Graduated from college (Baccalaureate)
6. Master’s degree
7. Doctorate degree
8. Professional degree (Law, Medicine)
9. Technical or trade school
10. What is your occupation?
11. Please indicate the approximate combined family income for all wage earners 
in your family.
1. Under $15, i000.00
2. $15,000 to $19,999
3. $20,000 to $29,999
4. $30,000 to $39,999
5. $40,000 to $49,999
6. $50,000 to $74,999
7. $75,000 or more
II. GENERAL INFORMATION
12. How many years have you served as a board member? Include the present year.
1. 1 - 3
2. 4 - 6
3. 7 - 9
4. 10 - 12
5. 13 - 15
6. 16 - 20
7. 21 or more
13. In the most recent board election in which you were a candidate, were you 
an incumbent?
1. Yes
2. No
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14. Which of the following statements reflects your original membership on 
the school board?
1. I was appointed to fulfill the unexpired term of a former 
board member.
2. I was elected to a full term of my own.
Which of the following were sources of encouragement for you to run for the school 
board originally? Circle Yes if it applies. Circle No if it does not.
15. Yes No Family
16. Yes No Board members
17. Yes No Superintendent
18. Yes No Other professional school personnel
19. Yes No Formal citizens' groups/organizations
20. Yes No Governmental and political figures
21. Yes No Friends and neighbors
22. Yes No Other, specify
23. Which of the following best describes your reason for seeking board 
membership? Select only one.
1. I was motivated by civic duty.
2. I was motivated by a desire to obtain political experience.
3. I was motivated to represent a particular group(s).
4. Other, please specify __________________________________ .
24. Which of the following categories best describes your participation in 
public affairs prior to your initial board membership? Select the 
dominant activity, if possible. Select only one.
1. Active in civic/business/professional affairs
2. Active in political/governmental affairs
3. Active in educational affairs
4. Active in more than one of the above on an approximately equal
basis
5. Not previously active
25. When you were a candidate for school board for the first time, how different 
were your ideas about schools and school governance from those of other 
candidates?
1. Very different
2. Somewhat different
3. Not very different
4. Not different at all
26. When you campaigned for election (or were appointed) to the board for the 
first time, which of the following best describes your position? Select 
only one.
1. I was an advocate for major change(s) in school district 
policies and/or program(s).
2. I was supportive of the present status except for minor changes 
I advocated.
3. I was interested in maintaining the status quo; major changes 
were not needed.
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III. SCHOOL BOARD - SUPERINTENDENT CONFLICT
DIRECTIONS: Listed are issues that are confronted by school boards and superintendents,
Please circle Yes, if the issue causes conflict between you and the superintendent in 
your district, or circle No, if the issue does not cause conflict between you and the 
superintendent.
For those issues that you circled Yes, please weight each issue according to the degree 
of concern/importance with which it occurs by circling a number on the scale from 
5 (Very High) to 1 (Very Low).
Sample:
(Q) No A. Asbestos removal
Very
High
5
High
©
Mod­
erate
3
Low
2
Very
Low
1
DEGREE OF CONCERN/IMPORTANCE
Very
High High
Mod­
erate Low
Very
Low
27. Yes No Reduction in force (RIFs) and 
budget cutbacks 5 4 3 2 I
28. Yes No State funding for education 5 4 3 2 1
29. Yes No Communications failure 5 4 3 2 1
30. Yes No Performance expectations 5 4 3 2 1
31. Yes No Differences over method of management 5 4 3 2 I
32. Yes No Student exclusions, expulsions, and 
suspensions from school 5 4 3 2 1
33. Yes No Role and responsibility of the 
superintendent 5 4 3 2 1
34. Yes No Closing of schools for reasons of 
declining enrollments 5 4 3 2 1
35. Yes No Collective bargaining with employee 
groups 5 4 3 2 1
36. Yes No Participation in the budget 
building process 5 4 3 2 1
37. Yes No Role and responsibility of the 
school board 5 4 3 2 1
38. Yes No Rezoning of students to alleviate 
overcrowding 5 4 3 2 1
39. Yes No Preparation periods for teachers 5 4 3 2 1
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DEGREE OF CONCERN/IMPORTANCE
Very Mod- Very
High High erate Low Low
40. Yes No Sharing information from
variety of sources 5 4 3 2
41. Yes No Administrative reorganization 5 4 3 2
42. Yes No Graduation requirements 5 4 3 2
43. Yes No Impact of community pressure
groups on the school district 5 4 3 2
44. Yes No Hidden agendas 5 4 3 2
45. Yes No Sex education policy and
curriculum 5 4 3 2
46. Yes No Surprise items/information
at board meetings 5 4 3 2
47. Yes No Evaluation of the superintendent 5 4 3 2
48. Yes No Preparation for board meetings 5 4 3 2
49. Yes No Personality clashes in school
board meetings 5 4 3 2
50. Yes No Value and goal differences 5 4 3 2
Other, please specify
51. 5 4 3 2
52.
IV. OTHER CAUSES OF CONFLICT
DIRECTIONS: Assuming that other reasons exist that contribute to conflict between
school boards and superintendents, please weight the following reasons according to 
the degree to which you agree or disagree as to whether they could be contributors 
to conflict between you and the superintendent. Place a check (*/) mark on the 
scale for each item.
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5 4 3 2 1
53. Lack of trust ...........................
54. Lack of personality .....................
55. Lack of integrity .......................
56. Religious affiliation ...................
57. Lack of sincerity .......................
58. Lack of communication ...................
59. Political affiliation ...................
60. Lack of expertise .......................
61. Lack of rapport .........................
62. Lack of respect .........................
63 . Lack of leadership .....................
64. Lack of credibility .....................
V. STRATEGIES FOR RESOLUTION OF CONFLICT
DIRECTIONS: Superintendents and school boards who come into conflict utilize
strategies to manage/resolve conflict. The following is a list of 20 pairs of 
strategies, circle one letter for each strategy pair which best describes your 
approach in managing/resolving conflict.
When Conflict Arises. . .
65. a. I push hard to achieve my goals.
b. I try to consider the other person's concerns and goals, as well as my own
66. a. I try to see things from the other person's point of view.
b. I try to strike a balance of "wins and losses" with the other person.
67. a. I try hard not to hurt the other person's feelings.
b. I try to understand all of the other person's concerns and goals.
68. a. I try to propose a compromise solution that both of us can agree to.
b. I put off dealing with the conflict until I've had a chance to think about
69. a. I try hard to influence others to accept my position.
b. I try to find the middle ground, where the other person and I can agree.
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70. a. I try to deal with all of the other person's concerns and goals as
well as my own.
b. I try to avoid situations in which there is anger and hostility.
71. a. I try to persuade the other person to see the positive side of things,
b. I try to find a middle ground where the other person and I can agree.
72. a. I often acquiesce in order to maintain a good relationship with the
other person, 
b. I ,am firm in pursuing my goals and ideas.
73. a. I do whatever I can to demonstrate the advantages of my position,
b. I try not to get involved in controversies with others.
74. a. I believe it is important to maintain good relations with the other
person in resolving our differences, 
b. I give in rather than hurt the other person's feelings.
75. a. I try to get the other person to see the things on which we agree,
b. I try not to get involved in controversies with others.
76. a. I let others deal with the difficult and controversial issues,
b. I try hard to maintain positive relations with the other person.
77. a. Winning my position is more important than maintaining positive relations
with others.
b. Consensus or agreement is more important than winning my own position.
78. a. I am willing to give on some points if the other person does too.
b. I do whatever I can to demonstrate the advantages of my position.
79. a. I stay away from situations in which there is anger and hostility,
b. I try to achieve my goals regardless of the other's feelings.
80. a. I avoid topics that provoke disagreement and controversy,
b. I try to see things from the other person's point of view.
81. a. I am willing to reveal all of my concerns and ideas in order to come to
agreement with the other person, 
b. I push hard to achieve my goals.
82. a. I try to find the middle ground where we can both agree.
b. I am willing to reveal all of my concerns and ideas in order to come to
agreement with the other person.
83. a. I put off dealing with conflict until I've had a chance to think about it.
b. I try to strike a balance of "wins and losses" with the other person.
84. a. I believe it is better to reach a compromise than to let the conflict go on.
b. I usually concede if the other person feels more strongly about the issue.
From: Garman, Keats. Conflict: Alternatives to Blowing a Fuse. Keys to School
Boardsmanship, Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, Portland, 
Oregon, 1982.
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VI. STRATEGIES TO PREVENT CONFLICT
DIRECTIONS: Strategies to create non-conflict patterns are employed by school boards
and superintendents for a more cordial and productive relationship. How important is 
each of the following statements in contributing to the establishment of non-conflict 
patterns between you and your superintendent? Circle a number on the scale for each 
statement.
85. The board's role is setting policy.
86. The superintendent's role is implementing 
policy.
87. Board members are responsible for doing their 
homework so they can make informed decisions.
88. Confidentiality is essential between school 
boards and superintendents in matters 
pertaining to school personnel and 
negotiations.
89. School boards should support the super­
intendent fully publicly and privately 
after decisions have been reached.
MOST
IMPORTANT
5
LEAST 
IMPORTANT 
3 2 1
90. The superintendent should develop the 
formal board agenda.
91. Board members and superintendents should 
periodically attend state and national 
conventions.
92. Evaluation of the superintendent should be 
based on objective and honest assessment 
of professional performance.
93. The superintendent advocates self-evaluation 
by the board.
94. The school board and superintendent 
establish clearly understood goals for 
the district.
95. The duties and responsibilities of the 
superintendent are clearly delineated 
by the board.
96. The competence of the superintendent is 
valued by the board.
97. The political wisdom of the board is 
respected by the superintendent.
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MOST LEAST
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT
98. Written and oral communication is a 
two-way process between superintendent 
and board.
99. There are no surprises emanating from 
either the school board or superintendent
100. The board members and superintendent solve 
problems and make decisions together.
101. Orientation meetings are conducted for 
new school board members.
102. Members of the board work together as a 
team rather than as a collection of 
individuals.
Thank you for your help with this research project. Please return the questionnaire 
in the enclosed business reply envelope, or mail it to:
Andrew A. Martinez 
412 Santa Fe Street 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89128 
(702) 363-2610
Appendix F
School Board Member 
Post Card Reminder
Dear School Board Member:
Re: School Board-Superintendent Questionnaire
It's quite likely that your questionnaire crossed this 
postcard reminder in the mail.
But if you haven11 already sent me your questionnaire, 
please take just a few minutes to complete it now - - 
while the questionnaire and reply envelope are handy.
With your help, 100% return will be assured.
Thank you.
Sincerely, —^
/A  / a  /_/ Ji/t*
Andrew A. Martinez /  J
Doctoral Candidate ( A
The University of Nevada, Las Vegas
Appendix G
Superintendent and School Board Member 
Follow-up Letter
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Andrew A. Martinez
412 Santa Fe Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89128
September 15, 1986
Dear
Approximately a month ago, I sent you a questionnaire concerned with the 
relationship between school boards and superintendents as it related to 
conflict.
After reviewing my questionnaire returns, I find that several questionnaires 
have not been returned. Because of the significance of this study, I am 
confident of your desire to assist me in this task.
Unclosed is another copy of the questionnaire. If you have not already 
forwarded to me your response, please complete the questionnaire by 
October 3, 1986 and return it in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped 
envelope.
Unless I have data from all districts, the study will not be representative 
of all Nevada school boards and superintendents. Your responses are very 
important to the validity of the study.
Your cooperation and assistance is greatly appreciated.
drew A. Martinep 
ctoral Candidate
An . /  \ 
Do  (
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
Anthony Saville, Ed.D.
Doctoral Advisor
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
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